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Foreword
The title of the 1979 Florida College Lectures book was “The Godly
Family in a Sick Society.” If our society was sick in 1979, it is in
critical condition in 2017. Our society is as tolerant of divorce as it
ever was, the evil of abortion continues unabated, and the number
of single-parent homes has increased since that time. Even more,
the “LGBT” segment of our society has become a dominant force
in politics (despite their number being a small minority of the population) with such power that the Supreme Court of the United
States recently ordered “every State to license and recognize samesex marriage” (Obergefell v. Hodges, 2015). People such as Bruce
Jenner (who now insists on being called Kaitlin) are highlighted
as the new normal in our society. It is now common for people to
think of their gender as a choice, the consequences of which are
then imposed on the rest of society. These are challenging times
for the family, to be sure.
It can be argued that the reason our society has seen an increase in violations against the family is because underlying presuppositions about God, truth, and self have changed in such a way
as to favor the destruction of the traditional (and we might add,
God-ordained) family. It is important that God’s people not get
caught up in these sins, including the thinking that makes them
seem reasonable. Our lecture program this year aims to present
lessons which address both the attitudes and the behaviors that
plague our modern society in order to return our thinking to the
Biblical models which God has set forth for us to follow. As always,
we thank those who spent their time and efforts to create these
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Foreword

lectures, and we publish them with the prayer that they will be
useful to Christians as we make our way through this world.
H. E. “Buddy” Payne
President
Florida College
Temple Terrace, FL
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Preface
It is (or at least once was) commonly-agreed that the family is the
foundation of society, marriage is the foundation of the family,
and marriage is the covenant union of a man and woman. In the
world in which we presently live, however, these foundations are
quickly crumbling. Sex (or rather, a perverted view of it), lashed to
the concept of freedom, has become the defining issue of both individuals and of our society. The term “gender” is losing its meaning, to the point that some institutions of higher learning have
actually tried to enforce the use of gender-neutral pronouns (“ze”
and “zyr”) on their campuses. Same-sex marriages are now the
law of the land, and those who dissent have been subject to legal
prosecution. A recent Pew survey revealed that fewer than half of
the children in this country live in a home with two heterosexual
parents who are in their first marriage.
Christians believe that all of these things are loud and obvious signals that something has gone wrong. What the world calls
progressivism, we see as a variety of apostasy. “We’ve come a long
way,” to be sure, a long way from God’s standards for marriage and
families. The God-ordained institutions of heterosexual, lifelong
marriage and family are in serious trouble in our country today
because the Biblical teachings that make them work have largely
been discarded.
It is out of a serious concern for these conditions that the Department of Biblical Studies at Florida College decided that this
year’s annual lecture theme should address marriage and the family. The evening lectures focus on fundamental themes that define
marriage in a radically different way than our culture at large de-
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Preface

fines them, and hope to recover a more properly Biblical concept
of marriage. The Tuesday lectures critique contemporary (secular)
views of marriage and family. The Wednesday sessions address the
recovery of the Biblical view of marriage, and Thursday is dedicated to the recovery of the Biblical view of family. We do not suppose
that the publication of a few copies of a book from a small, private
college will change the world or our society. We do hope, however,
that these lectures will stand as a reminder to Christians of what
the Bible teaches about these things so that we, at least, will not be
caught up in the sins of our time.
I wish to express my thanks to the men who prepared the lectures for this program, and to my colleagues in the Department
of Biblical Studies for their outstanding work in creating this lecture program. Dr. Colly Caldwell, Dr. Tom Hamilton, Dr. Jason
Longstreth, Dr. Ray Madrigal, Mr. Tommy Peeler, Dr. Dan Petty,
Mr. Jared Saltz, and Dr. Nathan Ward are an exceptional group
of Christians and Bible scholars. I am blessed to know them and
work with them.
David McClister
Chairman, Department of Biblical Studies
Florida College
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“In the Beginning”
God’s Created Order for Male and Female
Doy Moyer
The biblical understanding of God and the human relationship to
Him starts in Genesis:
“Then God said, ‘Let Us make man in Our image, according to
Our likeness; and let them rule over the fish of the sea and over the
birds of the sky and over the cattle and over all the earth, and over
every creeping thing that creeps on the earth.’ God created man
in His own image, in the image of God He created him; male and
female He created them. God blessed them; and God said to them,
‘Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth, and subdue it; and rule
over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the sky and over every
living thing that moves on the earth’” (Gen 1.26–28).1
Genesis presents a picture of mankind, male and female, as the
apex of God’s creation “The crown of God’s handiwork is human
life.”2 This is seen in the facts that male and female are made in
God’s image and that God gives dominion to them as a reflection of
His image. No other creatures are given such a high standing. Even
so, we often wonder, as does David in Psalm 8, how God can care so
much about us, especially in light of His vast universe. The answer
lies in the fact that we are made to reflect Him; we are in His image.
1
Quotations from Scripture are taken from the New American Standard Bible, 1995
updated edition.
2
Kenneth A. Matthews, Genesis 1–11:26. The New American Commentary, Vol.
1A. (Broadman and Holman 1996) 161.

3
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Doy Moyer

The idea of being made in God’s image is multi-faceted. Male
and female are made to be like God, and, different as they may be,
equally reflect His image. They are partners in God’s creation and
share equally in the nature God gives. We commonly think of the
“image of God” as meaning that they are spiritual beings. This is
true, but that likely does not capture the full meaning. Mentioned
immediately in the Genesis text is that mankind is given dominion
over the rest of creation as “the God-like king,”3 which mirrors the
rule and kingship of God. Further, emotions, feelings, along with
the ability to love, reason, and make moral decisions all are reflections of God. Probably in more ways that we realize or understand,
we are made to show the image of the Almighty. Among all the
creatures of this world, humans are unique this way.
Though God first created male, the one thing He said was “not
good” was that the man should “be alone.” “Only when man existed male and female could the work of the sixth day be called ‘very
good’ (cf. 1.27, 31), for only then could the divinely-ordained cultural programme unfold to its genealogical fullness (cf. 1.28a).”4
Therefore, God said, “I will make him a helper suitable for him”
(Gen 2.18). God made woman, not as a competitor to or as a displacement of the male, but as a suitable helper and companion.
Male and female complement one another when they both respect God and each other. From this, God established the marriage relationship: “For this reason a man shall leave his father
and his mother, and be joined to his wife; and they shall become
one flesh” (Gen 2.24).
Grounded in the creation of male and female is marriage (Gen
2.24), and this is also meant to reflect God. The oneness of the
fellowship reflects a God who is one, as well as mirrors God’s relationship with those whom He has made. This is the one human
union that expresses best the fellowship God has with those created in His image. Marriage is intended to show God’s glory and be a
continual reminder of our covenant relationship with Him. More
will be said about this.
3

D. Guthrie, J. A. Motyer, eds. The New Bible Commentary: Revised (IVP 1970) 83.

4

Ibid. 84.
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Had Genesis ended at chapter two, we would have a very different situation on our hands. Sadly, in Genesis 3, sin entered the
picture and introduced “cataclysmic changes into the ideal scene
of chapters 1–2.”5 It is here where the story turns so ugly and horrific, for in sin we shame the image in which we have been made.
We distort the reflection of God so that we are no longer showing
forth that image as intended. As in a disturbed lake, the rippling
effects of sin distort our image. In the distortion, we easily lose
sight of who we really are. To better understand how culture has
lost its way relative to Genesis, we need to trace these effects of sin.
Losing Humanity
“If you seek the physician’s help, you must uncover the wound.”6
How have we reached a point where the moral lines are so blurred?
Because good is considered evil and evil is considered good (Isa
5.20), culture has lost the true sense of humanity by trying to become self-made gods. Because the true God has been forgotten,
avoided, dismissed, and straw-manned, people do not know what
God’s image is supposed to be. The world has “exchanged the glory
of the incorruptible God for an image in the form of corruptible
man and of birds and four-footed animals and crawling creatures”
(Rom 1.23). Consequently, the world does not know what it means
to be male or female, man or woman, in the truest sense. The lines
are blurred, genders are conflated, and, in the process, culture has
lost the semblance of true humanity as people act like unreasoning
beasts. “Man in his pomp, yet without understanding, is like the
beasts that perish” (Psa 49.20).
In a society that conflates good with evil, it is not surprising
that boys and girls find themselves confused about who and what
they are. Many believe that a girl can be trapped in the body of a
male, or a male in the body of a female, and the only way that we
can know that is because that person makes the claim; if we do not
5
Bill T. Arnold and Bryan E. Beyer, Encountering the Old Testament: A Christian
Survey (Baker 1999) 82.

8.

6 Boethius. The Consolation of Philosophy. Trans. by P. G. Walsh (Oxford UP 2000)
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Doy Moyer

accept that claim, we are the evil ones. Anatomy means nothing.
Only what we feel matters. Only what we want is meaningful. We
have eaten the fruit and thereby become lovers of self and lovers
of pleasure rather than lovers of God. Rather than deny self (Luke
9.23), we have adopted a warped and perverted sense of self-affirmation. In the process, the “self” we are affirming has lost touch
with reality in such a way that evil is the new good. Minds have
been given over to futility. The Pandora’s box has been opened and
there is no way to contain it. As Boethius said concerning Fortune:
“If once you have bowed your neck beneath her yoke, you must
bear philosophically all that is enacted on her playing-field.” 7 Sadly, this is a playing field that will be found unbearable. Those who
have built it and groomed it will not ultimately want to play on it.
How have we lost humanity? In losing our sense of the image
of God, we lose our true humanity. By dishonoring the divine roles
of male and female, we dishonor God and act like beasts. As C.
S. Lewis put it, “In a sort of ghastly simplicity we remove the organ and demand the function. We make men without chests and
expect of them virtue and enterprise. We laugh at honor and are
shocked to find traitors in our midst. We castrate and bid the
geldings be fruitful.”8 If we do not know who God is anymore, we
cannot possibly have a proper view of who we are, as those made
in His image. Even the psalmist recognized that when he became
embittered because of his doubts and envy, “Then I was senseless
and ignorant; I was like a beast before You” (Psa 73.22). In the 6th
century A.D., Boethius wrote,
“You cannot regard as a man one who is disfigured by vices. … The
one who steeps himself in foul and unclean lusts lingers over pleasure
like a filthy sow. In this sense he who abandons goodness and ceases
to be a man cannot rise to the status of a god, and so is transformed
into an animal.”9

This is not the first time that people have lost their sense of
7 Ibid. 20.
8 C. S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man (Macmillan 1947) 35.
9 Boethius, The Consolation of Philosophy 78–79.
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identity. During the period of the judges, the people did what was
right in their own eyes (Jdg 17.6). This problem “was created and
sustained by Israel’s continued disobedience.”10 Consequently, we
should not be surprised that we see a general confusion about what
people ought to do and how they should fill their respective places.
Think of Deborah and Barak (Jdg 4–5). Deborah, the only known
female judge, called on Barak to go fight the Canaanites. Barak
told her, “If you will go with me, then I will go; but if you will not
go with me, I will not go” (4.8). Deborah told him she would go,
but “the honor shall not be yours on the journey that you are about
to take, for the Lord will sell Sisera into the hands of a woman”
(v 9). This serves as a rebuke to the lack of leadership exhibited
by Barak. By extension, the situation with Deborah seems to be a
demonstration of the failure on the part of men to step up and be
what they were called to be. The burning question is, “Where are
the men?” Deborah stepped up and did what she needed to do, but
the men of Israel were miserable failures at this time. They were
doing right in their own eyes and were trading the glory of God for
their own glory. Sadly, their own glory was their shame.
With that in mind, the warning Paul gives continues to be appropriate:
“But realize this, that in the last days difficult times will come. For
men will be lovers of self, lovers of money, boastful, arrogant, revilers, disobedient to parents, ungrateful, unholy, unloving, irreconcilable, malicious gossips, without self-control, brutal, haters of good,
treacherous, reckless, conceited, lovers of pleasure rather than lovers
of God, holding to a form of godliness, although they have denied its
power; Avoid such men as these.” (2 Tim 3.1–5)

“Lovers of pleasure rather than lovers of God” seems to capture
the spirit of our age, an age in which, again, people are doing right in
their own eyes. It is characteristic of those who walk in mindless futility, darkened in understanding, excluded from the life of God, ignorant, hard-hearted, and calloused, having “given themselves over
to sensuality for the practice of every kind of impurity with greedi10
Andrew E. Hill and John H. Walton, A Survey of the Old Testament, 2nd ed.
(Zondervan 2000) 196.

FC Lectures 2017.indd 7

11/19/2016 9:25:49 AM

8



Doy Moyer

ness” (Eph 4.17–19). It should not shock us that when people cast off
the rule of God, the rule of self will virtually always seek for pleasure
and sensuality, as if pleasure is its own god. Without God giving us
any real restraint, whatever we find pleasurable wins the day and we
bow to the idolatry of it. Many perversions become inevitable.
All of this is what we know as the problem of sin, and all are
guilty (Rom 3.23). We must understand the devastating effects of
sin. Every time we act contrary to God and His image, we act in
a harmful way toward our own sense of humanity. When we try
to become our own gods, we become like beasts. We are called to
a higher standard, and, though not perfect, we have a path to the
solution through Jesus Christ. Herein, also, is the importance of
Genesis. We must first identify as human with an understanding
of what that means in its setting from the beginning. At the beginning we learn who God is and who we are in relationship to Him.
How Do We Address The Problem?
We address the current male and female problems in the same
way we address all problems of sin: through the gospel. Only the
gospel can reverse the effects of the perversions to which we have
succumbed, for without it, we are without God and without hope
in this world. In Christ is restoration and reversal (cf. Acts 3.19).
Through the gospel, we may rightly return back to the image of
God in Christ. Jesus is “the radiance of His glory and the exact
representation of His nature, and upholds all things by the word
of His power” (Heb 1.3). By conforming ourselves to Christ, we
are conforming ourselves to God’s glory and image. Paul wrote,
“For those whom He foreknew, He also predestined to become
conformed to the image of His Son, so that He would be the
firstborn among many brethren” (Rom 8.29). In reconciling us to
God, we have become new creatures, which is language that takes
us back to the beginning. God remakes us in Christ. “Therefore
if anyone is in Christ, he is a new creature; the old things passed
away; behold, new things have come” (2 Cor 5.17). No matter the
sin, when we come to Christ, we share in the blessings of this salvation, and therefore we may rightly proclaim, “Such were some
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of you; but you were washed, but you were sanctified, but you
were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and in the
Spirit of our God” (1 Cor 6.11). “Back to the beginning” starts
with becoming new creatures that are being conformed once
again to the image of God in Christ. This gives us a new outlook
on all the other issues raised in a culture that has disregarded
God for the sake of personal pleasure.
Marriage: From the Beginning
From the beginning, male and female are purposefully made
to be alike as they reflect God’s image, but different as they fulfill
their respective roles. We might think that this hardly needs explaining, but current culture shows otherwise. How do we recapture this lost humanity due to sin? How are we to apply the gospel
to the cultural confusion that we are experiencing? We start by
reaffirming the basics.
The foundation of marriage is firmly rooted in creation from
the beginning. To call attention to God’s purpose in marriage,
Jesus appealed to the beginning (Matt 19.4–6). Marriage is no
arbitrary social experiment, but echoes God’s image and covenant relationship with His people (Eph 5.22–33). God established
marriage as a unit that parallels the Lord’s marriage to His bride.
Consideration of marriage should lead us to consideration of God
and His glory. By casting off God, many bad ideas become easily accepted: easy divorce, premarital cohabitation, homes that do
not respect proper roles of husband and wife, mistreatment of one
another in the relationship, and acceptance of same-sex marriage
among other matters.
People are concerned that marriage has been redefined in our
culture, and, sadly, this is so. Yet there is the greater problem of
redefining even more fundamental issues that are also grounded
in creation, namely God and love. God gets redefined into something of our own liking as people worship and serve the creature
rather than the Creator (Rom 1.25). The modern, idolatrous god
is amenable to us and must rubber-stamp whatever we say and
desire. This is a non-judgmental god who is nothing like Scripture
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describes, except in isolated cases that fit what we like. Since God
loves all people, this means that whatever we choose to do is going
to be perfectly fine with Him as long as we think it is nice and
makes us happy. If anyone doubts this, just ask us.
With the redefinition of God comes the redefinition of love.
Today, love is also defined by our own preferences. If two people
love each other, no matter the gender, no matter the preference, no
matter the circumstance, then it must be acceptable, and God will
be good with it. Those who disagree are unloving and judgmental.
Once God and love have been redefined by our own standards,
everything else follows. Marriage is one of the casualties of these
redefinitions, so if we ever hope to get back on the right track with
marriage, we need to identify these more fundamental problems.
On the positive side, one of the beauties of biblical marriage is
that it shares in the gospel message. The wife’s submission mirrors
the submission of Christ in serving others (since He shows what
true submission looks like), and the husband’s love mirrors the
love of Christ in dying for others. Submission and love help comprise what Paul means by “the mind of Christ” (Phil 2.5). When
husband and wife, together, submit and love, they demonstrate
the mind of Christ through their relationship. This is the mind
we want to bring to the world, and a godly couple can be a living
testimony of the power of God’s message.
What Christ did for His people is what the husband and wife
are to do for each other (Eph 5.22–33). Biblical marriage is not a
clever device of society in order to survive. It is not a mere tool for
validating physical partners. It is a living manifestation of God’s
relationship with His people. It is a purposeful, living symbol intended to glorify God. Marriage, then, cannot be redefined without losing its intended meaning. We cannot afford to turn marriage into a selfish, convenient, toss-away political issue. Christians need to view marriage on the grounds of God’s creation from
the beginning along with Christ and His sacrifice, and they need
to show they believe this through the way they live out their own
marriage, becoming living examples of God’s desired covenant
and message of love.
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Equality of Male and Female
In terms of salvation, male and female share equally in the
blessings and rewards. Differing roles of male and female do not
mean that one receives a better reward than the other. All men and
women become sinners, and all stand in need of salvation. Men are
not more saved than women, and women are not more saved than
men. One is not more important than the other.
“For you are all sons of God through faith in Christ Jesus. For all
of you who were baptized into Christ have clothed yourselves with
Christ. There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free
man, there is neither male nor female; for you are all one in Christ
Jesus. And if you belong to Christ, then you are Abraham’s descendants, heirs according to promise” (Gal 3.26–29).

Peter also made the point that a husband is to show honor to
his wife “as a fellow heir of the grace of life, so that your prayers
will not be hindered” (1 Pet 3.7). There is complete equality here.
The complementary roles of male and female are rooted in creation. These roles are like the parts of a body that complement
each other (as in the church). The man is to be the leader and head
of his family, not primarily because of the sin of Eve, but because
God set this up by first creating Adam (1 Tim 2.13). This in no
way diminishes the role of the woman, but shows that both roles
are vital for fulfilling the divine purposes of marriage and family.
Ortlund observed:
“What will now emerge clearly from Genesis 2 is that male-female
equality does not constitute an undifferentiated sameness. Male and
female are equal as God’s image-bearers. They are spiritually equal,
which is quite sufficient a basis for mutual respect between the sexes.
But the very fact that God created human beings in the dual modality
of male and female cautions us against an unqualified equation of the
two sexes. This profound and beautiful distinction, which some belittle as a ‘matter of mere anatomy,’ is not a biological triviality or accident. It is God who wants men to be men and women to be women;
and He can teach us the meaning of each, if we want to be taught.”11
11
Raymond C. Ortlund, Jr., “Male-Female Equality and Male Headship: Genesis
1–3” in John Piper and Wayne Grudem, eds., Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood: A Response to Evangelical Feminism (Crossway 2006) 95–112.
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Men and women are coequals from the beginning, but much
of the modern debate turns on the concept of equality, which is
quite the loaded word. What does one mean when saying that all
people are equal? Equal in what ways? I might try to play a game
against a 6’9” basketball player, but would likely conclude that we
are not equals on the court. What exactly does “equality” demand
in a case like that? Should we shrink the other player or give me
something to make me grow taller? Even then, at the same height,
would that mean we are equals on the court? Of course not, but
none of that changes the fact that we are both equals in terms of
being human and God’s image-bearers.
When we say that all people are created equal, are we saying
that all men are the same height and weight? That all have the
same talents and abilities or are equally able to perform every
task? That such is not the case should be obvious enough, but the
problem is that arguments have sometimes failed to make a distinction in what is meant by equality. To say that men and women
are equals is not to say that men and women share identical roles
or do the exact same things. I read an argument that the church
cannot profess to believe in equality while arguing that women
cannot be “priests” and must submit to men. The argument failed
to delve into the meaning of equality, failed to discuss the biblical
concept of submission (as opposed to modern concepts), and did
not properly represent what the Bible actually teaches. The problem is a common one. We get an idea of what something must be,
but then fail to dig into the nuances of meaning, and make faulty
arguments as a result.
Men and women are equals in their humanity. Cottrell noted,
“Since male and female are both created in God’s image, they enjoy
not only an ontological equality in relation to one another, but also
an ontological uniqueness and superiority in relation to the rest of
the visible creation. This is the basis for their joint dominion over
the earth.”12 Both share in the same relationships toward God (lost
or saved). Both share responsibilities in being human. Yet try or
12
Jack Cottrell, Gender Roles and the Bible: Creation, the Fall, and Redemption
(College Press 1994) 68.
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desire as they may, males will not naturally be mothers. If human
equality is to be transmuted into “gender” equality, then we might
as well be making the argument that since men and women are
equal, then men ought to be able to bear children just like women.
After all, it is not fair that the women get to have the children,
right? Men should be demanding equal rights here, shouldn’t they?
I believe the problem underlying this point is one of the reasons for
so much confusion. The argument might go something like this:
1) Men and women are equals [This is true, but now the argument
deteriorates]. 2) Equality means there should be no differences
[false]. 3) Therefore, women should be able to do everything that
men do. What has happened here is that “equality” gets equivocated from referencing the nature of humanity (per Gen 1.27), or
relationship to God (per Gal 3.26–29), and then parted out to the
various roles and tasks that each one is given. Equality does not, in
fact, mean that there are no differences. Differences are built into
the fabric of humanity from the beginning, and not everyone can
do exactly what everyone else can or even should do. Even among
males, not all can do the same tasks competently (or I would have
been an NBA great). Not all females can do what females do equally. The issue does not extend only across the sexes, but within the
sexes. Equality is not about a given function based on gender, but
about an underlying nature based on humanity. Yet both function
and nature come from God. Further, this is not about how much
one gets paid for a job. To be sure, if male and female both do
the very same wage-earning job, “all things being equal,” then they
should get paid the same wages. However, this whole point is much
more than an equal-wage issue. What we are talking about is far
more fundamental, dealing directly with the very nature of the
male and female roles built into them from creation.
The other problem is that these arguments often make unwarranted assumptions about the relative value of tasks and jobs. Is a
man who collects garbage considered equal to the President of the
United States? We would have to define “equal” in that context.
Yet when it comes time for garbage to be collected, I do not want
the President standing in the way. I want the garbage collector to
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be able to do his job well. No one wants an incompetent garbage
collector (seriously, I thank God for those who do this; imagine
the chaos of society if there were no one to do this task). When
someone does a job better than any other, we often say something
to the effect that he has no equal.
When a feminist of today argues that women are being devalued by society because of other women who choose to stay home
to raise their own children, she is essentially arguing that the role
of the homemaker is not very valuable relative to working outside
the home, and that whatever role usually held by men (CEO of a
company, perhaps) is somehow more important than what a woman does at home with her children. Here is where she is mistaken.
Society has downplayed the role of motherhood and homemaker
over the years, and assumed that those who argue for such a role
are bigoted misogynists. What a sad misrepresentation! The problem is not in the role or function, but in the downplaying of the value of the function by a society that has lost its spiritual bearings.
What if we upheld the value of motherhood and the home? What
if we recognized how significant the task is to which so many godly women have given themselves? The value we place on the role
is critical, and the raising and training of children is critical. To
downplay this is to do damage to the home, the children, and all
the mothers who have diligently given themselves to their families.
It hurts humanity as a whole.
More on Biblical Submission
To better understand roles in accordance with equality, we
should also think more about biblical submission. All are to submit to God (Jam 4.7). Peter wrote, “Submit yourselves for the Lord’s
sake to every human institution” (1 Pet 2.13–15), and Paul wrote,
“Every person is to be in subjection to the governing authorities”
(Rom 13.1–2). These instructions are not based on our agreement
with the governing authorities, but upon God’s will, and we should
willingly obey. When we just happen to agree with a law and do
it because it aligns with our own will, that is not real submission.
When we do what the law says just because it is convenient at that
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moment, we are not really being law-abiding citizens. We are acting selfishly because our intent is not to obey the law, but to do
whatever is most advantageous to us in that moment. We abide by
the rules we like, but when the rules run counter to what we like,
we feel free to do our own thing. Much of modern culture seems to
thrive on this mentality. It is wrong. True submission is seen, not
just when a law or expressed will aligns with our desires or when
we can conveniently do it, but even when we do not agree and we
find it inconvenient.
Submission also involves acting in another’s best interests, especially when serving others. Jesus, in accordance with the Father’s will, gave Himself over to His own creation to be put to
death, not because He was under human authority, but because
He loves us and wanted to save us. This was a voluntary action on
His part as He emptied and humbled Himself “by becoming obedient to the point of death, even death on a cross” (Phil 2.8). The
issue here is not about being forced to submit, but rather freely
giving ourselves over to the service of others. Being “subject to
one another in the fear of Christ” (Eph 5.21) is voluntarily and
done out of love. It is to benefit others, intentionally putting the
interests of others over our own.
Submission is, also, anchored in creation from the beginning.
The reason Paul gives for the woman’s submission is that “it was
Adam who was first created, and then Eve” (1 Tim 2.13). Sadly,
the deception and sin did not help Eve. As the curses were given because of sin, the woman was specifically told, in addition to
pain at childbirth, “your desire will be for your husband, and he
will rule over you” (Gen 3.16). This is not saying that she will just
want to be with her husband, but is more the idea of desiring to
control him. The point here is the same as in 4.7, where Cain was
told, “sin is crouching at the door; and its desire is for you, but you
must master it.” Thus began the real battle of the sexes. The will is
going to be tested. Any inclinations that the woman might have of
taking control over the man would need to be tempered, and the
man must learn to be a strong leader. If man and woman are to
live together as husband and wife, they have to learn their proper
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roles within the marriage, engage the will to listen to God, and
respect each other accordingly. Submission is a major factor (Eph
5.22–31), and a biblical concept in crucial in showing that respect.
Bearing in mind that the woman’s submission to her husband is
voluntary, the man is never told to make her submit; he is told to
love her as Christ loved the church. If the woman loves the Lord,
she will freely submit herself to God’s will “so that the word of God
will not be dishonored” (Titus 2.5).
Woman Saved in Childbearing?
Paul’s point in 1 Timothy 2.15 is intriguing because of possible
interpretations, ranking “among the most difficult expressions in
the whole of the pastorals.”13 “Most commentators agree this is
the most difficult text in the Pastoral Epistles.”14 On the one hand,
we might argue that the most natural reading is that a woman
“may enjoy all the benefits of salvation in her own natural sphere
of wife and mother, if she continues to be faithful and loving and
holy.”15 This is probably the more common of the understandings,
and there is little doubt that the passage does bring this to mind.
It is true in any case. The worst interpretation is to suggest that
the only way a woman can be saved eternally is by personally having children. What would that do for women who cannot bear
children, or who have never married by no fault of their own? Paul
is not giving an additional requirement for salvation. While the
following interpretation is not without its difficulties or objectors,
let us at least consider this in the bigger context of God’s plan
based on Genesis.
Verse 14 is key because it goes back to the garden, where the
woman, “being deceived, fell into transgression.” As a result of the
sin, curses were placed on the serpent, the woman, and the man.
Of particular interest is the prophecy of Genesis 3.15, the first reference to the seed promise. The seed of woman here, in its first
13

Donald Guthrie, The Pastoral Epistles (Eerdmans 1998) 77.

Ralph W. Harris, Stanley M. Horton, and Gayle Garrity Seaver, eds. The New
Testament Study Bible: Galatians-Philemon (World Library Press 1989) 391.
14

15
Charles R. Erdman, The Pastoral Epistles of Paul: An Exposition (Westminster
Press 1946) 42.
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stage, refers to the people of God (cf. Rev 12.13–17). Through woman would come offspring that would defeat the devil. The offspring
is all of God’s people, but are ultimately represented by Christ, who
would destroy the works of the devil through his death and resurrection (1 John 3.8). This first seed promise, carried out through
woman, was refined in Abraham (Gen 12), and brought to fruition
through Jesus Christ (Gal 3.16). Through this seed all nations are
blessed by means of forgiveness of sins (Acts 3.25–26). Through
the seed of woman salvation has come, and those who are God’s
people are the sons of Abraham (Gal 3.7).
Now look back at 1 Timothy 2.14–15. How is the woman saved
after she was deceived? The woman is saved through the bearing
of children, the seed. Even though she was initially deceived, her
salvation comes through God’s plan in which the seed of woman
brings redemption. The “woman” here is not just one woman specifically, but representative of all women. Woman took a significant part in the plan of God, and now all women (individually) are
saved through the seed (Christ) if they continue in faith. He is not
saying that the salvation of a particular woman is based upon the
ability to physically have children. Rather it is through woman that
the Christ came (cf. Gal 4.4), and it is through women that children
are born who become God’s people through Christ. Immediately
after the curse on the serpent in Genesis 3, the woman is cursed
with pain in childbearing. Yet, the woman’s “deliverance’ would
come through the pain of childbirth (Gen 3.15, 16) because eventually the ‘seed’ of the woman would bring salvation.”16
Paul shifts from the corporate idea of women to the individual
concept: “if they continue in faith…” What is required of individual women is faith, love, sanctity, and self-restraint. Understood
thusly, Paul is giving a reminder of Genesis 3 and the plan of
salvation that was enacted after Eve was deceived and sinned.
Woman has a favored and vital role in the plan of God because
it is through her that the Messiah came (think Eve, Mary), and
through women that God’s children come. Think how serious of
a responsibility it is, then, to bring up children in the discipline
16

FC Lectures 2017.indd 17

Harris, Horton, and Seaver, Galatians-Philemon 391.

11/19/2016 9:25:49 AM

18



Doy Moyer

and instruction of the Lord so that they are truly the seed of God
and not the offspring of the devil (cf. 1 John 3.7–10)! Timothy
surely understood the importance of this relative to his own
mother and grandmother (2 Tim. 1.5).
The Vital Nature of a Woman’s Contribution to Family
The woman is a vital contributor to the family as a whole, well
beyond giving birth. Again, this is built into the creation model.
Eve was made to be a suitable help that complements (not competes with) the man. Proverbs 31.10–31, which fittingly ends the
book of Proverbs, shows us the woman of great worth, one in
whom her family can trust, and who is the major contributor to
the overall well-being and resources of the family. We should note
that Proverbs 31 (as part of Proverbs) was written to a young man
to help him avoid the kind of foolish and evil women exemplified
by the foolish woman of adultery (Prov 6.20–7.27). The woman
described in chapter 31, by contrast, exemplifies perfectly the
woman of wisdom found earlier in the book (Prov 8–9). By first
being committed to actual wisdom, the young man can make the
wise choice about the kind of God-fearing woman who is committed to godly wisdom.
According to the text, this is the woman who fears the Lord
and can be trusted with everything, including finances, reputation, children, and marital faithfulness. She will always seek the
good of her husband, never evil (v 12). She is a tireless worker, productive and continually working with her hands (vv 13–19). She is
self-sacrificing, putting others before herself (vv 20–21). Her life
is centered on her family and household. She is generous (v 20),
makes sure her family is fed and clothed, and takes care of herself
(vv 21–22). Her work allows her husband’s work and reputation to
stay secure (v 23). She even conducts some business outside of the
home, while being careful to maintain proper management of her
home. In other words, though she works in a way that helps bring
in additional resources to the home (vv 14, 16, 24), she will never
neglect her home or become a drain on it. Indeed her value to the
home is incalculable. Were she paid in money for all that she does,
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her salary would be beyond what any man could possibly afford.
What he can do, though, is give her the proper honor and praise
due her: “Her children rise up and bless her; her husband also, and
he praises her, saying: ‘Many daughters have done nobly, but you
excel them all’” (vv 28–29). How can we put a price on this? If
people could see the true value of the woman, over against how
culture characterizes this, the home could bring glory to God, just
as intended from the beginning.
“The good wife described here has every virtue wisdom can offer. She
is diligent, has a keen sense for business matters, is compassionate,
is prepared for the future, is a good teacher, is dedicated to her family, and above all else possesses the primary characteristic of biblical
wisdom, the fear of the Lord (looking back to Prov 1:7, the theme of
the book). She is no less than Woman Wisdom made real.”17

The value of the home is seen largely through the value of the
woman and her responsibilities. This is one reason Paul could
write, “Therefore, I want younger widows to get married, bear
children, keep house, and give the enemy no occasion for reproach” (1 Tim 5.14). Older women are to teach younger women “to love their husbands, to love their children, to be sensible,
pure, workers at home, kind, being subject to their own husbands,
so that the word of God will not be dishonored” (Titus 2.4–5).
Modern culture might see this as downplaying the woman, but
that is opposite the real point here. “Keep house” has to do with
managing the home. “The call for household management suggests giving guidance and direction to the household. Performing such a task would absorb energies which, if unused, could
lead to gossiping and other meddlesome activities.”18 Once again,
submission is not a matter of inferiority, but of function.19 The
point, though, is to see the value of the home through the value
of the woman and her work. In a way these passages reflect what
17
Duane A. Garrett, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Solomon. The New American
Commentary, Vol. 14 (Broadman and Holman 1993) 253.
18
Thomas P. Lea and Hayne B. Griffon, Jr. 1, 2 Timothy, Titus. The New American
Commentary, Vol. 34 (Broadman and Holman 1992) 152.
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Proverbs 31 teaches. The impact on the children, the home itself,
reputations, and the need to be faithful and hardworking show
that the wisdom applied for the home never changes.
These passages also help shore up the foundation of the home
as established from the beginning. When each person fulfills the
respective roles according to God’s plan, the home will be functioning at its greatest potential and glorifying God accordingly.
Man is the head, and the woman takes much of the difficulty out
of that task by respecting him and what he has to do. Likewise, the
man makes the woman’s role easier by striving to love her as Christ
loved the church. Neither role is more important than the other,
but these are the functional roles from the beginning, and ignoring
these will lead the home into chaos. Respecting them will bring
glory to God, as the marriage will then be what God intended.
Conclusion
Our faith is constantly challenged, and we have recently seen
this onslaught of challenges to the biblical view of marriage, as
well as the biblical view of male and female. The path for these
challenges has long been set by a lack of respect for Scripture as a
whole, but we have an opportunity to recapture God’s purpose in
marriage by showing that marriage is a mirror of God’s relationship with His chosen people, based upon creation. Ultimately, the
way to do this is not just through public argument (though we do
need to make the biblical case), but through living in a way that
demonstrates the concepts of love and submission, both of which
are a living testament to sacrifice of our Lord who gave Himself up
for us. Marriage, then, becomes a way in which we may show forth
the gospel. May God help us to uphold His ideal both in marriage
and in the respective functions of male and female.
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“This Mystery is Great”
God’s Pattern for Marriage
Curtis Pope
Even a casual observer of American culture cannot help but notice
the serious decline marriage has suffered in the last 250 years. In
the Colonial Era marriage was viewed as both a sacred contract
between a heterosexual couple and a covenant between the couple and God. In colonies dominated by the Church of England,
marriage was seen as a sacrament and virtually indissoluble. In
the New England colonies where the Congregational churches
predominated, the Reformed rejection of the sacramental nature
of marriage allowed a couple to abrogate their responsibilities under their marriage contract for a variety of reasons, most of which
were based, if not on Biblical law, at least generally on Biblical
principles. Prior to the Civil War, divorce was rare and as a rule,
especially in the Southern states, took an act of the state legislature to achieve. The state of South Carolina, for example, had no
legal divorce provisions as late as the last decade of the nineteenth
century.1 In our time, however, no-fault divorce is so common that
scholars tend to agree that over 40% of first marriages end in divorce. As of 2014, so many in the United States held marriage in
such little regard that 7,175,477 households (6.1% of the total) were
made up of couples living together without benefit of marriage.2
1 J. Foley, M. Hoffman, and T. McGuire, eds. The World Almanac: Commemorative
Edition (1992) 245.
2 S. Janssen, The World Almanac and Book of Facts (2016) 618.
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Such legal and social disregard for marriage inevitably has led
to severe ramifications for the family. In 2011, 40.7% of the live
births in the United States were born to unwed mothers, while
in the same year 730,322 American babies were murdered before
they were born with the consent of their own mothers by means
of the holocaust called abortion.3 If these facts were not sufficient
to prove the case of America’s declining appreciation for marriage
and family, on June 26, 2016 the United States Supreme Court, in
a 5–4 decision, ruled that same-sex couples have the same right to
marriage in all 50 states as heterosexual couples, thus redefining
marriage itself.
If you have ever tried to put together a child’s bicycle you will
understand the only solution to American marriage problems.
Often those bicycles come in large boxes with parts, a large bag
of nuts, bolts, washers, screws and other assorted hardware, and
finally a set of instructions in Chinese, Spanish, and English
(which was translated by a person that only knew Chinese and
Spanish). Being perfectly familiar with what a bicycle looks like,
you discard the instructions and begin to assemble your project.
Upon completion, your assemblage looks very much like a bicycle, but you notice that half of the hardware in the accompanying
bag is still contained therein. You also notice that some of the
exciting options advertised on the side of the box do not function. At that point there is no other choice but to dig through
the trash and retrieve the instructions so you might use them
to properly construct the mobile device, no matter how difficult
the directions were to read or understand. In this same manner,
if we are to truly understand marriage as God, its designer, had
in mind we must go back to His instructions in the Bible. While
we may not be optimistic about our entire society doing this, it
is at least reasonable to expect that those who respect the Bible,
especially New Testament Christians, will teach and adhere to a
Biblical understanding of marriage and thus avoid the ambiguity
and heartache of unions which serve as poor counterfeits of the
genuine article.
3 Ibid. 619.
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The Sacred and the Profane
Virtually all traditional societies divide their religious lives into
two antithetical sections: the sacred and the profane. Sacred things
are those which are deemed beneficial to the group and those areas where people feel a special obligation to the gods. Profane
things, on the other hand, are generally outside the jurisdiction
of the gods.4 The sacred and the profane are imposed on matters
involving both space and time. For example, temples, shrines, and
other religious places are considered sacred while all other areas
are considered mundane, common, and thus profane. Time is considered sacred if it is set aside for fasts, festivals, or for milestones
in human life, like birth, transitions to adulthood, death, weddings, planting and harvesting, or anything else in which the help
of the gods is sought. While there were special places of worship,
festivals, and ceremonies, such as circumcision, in the worship of
Yahweh, the Old Testament in its commandments and statutes,
declared all time and space holy (Lev 11.45).
Have you ever wondered why the Old Testament included material that is, frankly speaking, embarrassing to read, especially in
a congregational Bible class? Regulations concerning menstrual cycles (Lev 15.19ff) and passages that articulate virtually every possible sexual sin may be difficult to want to read but they do emphasize that God is in charge of every aspect of the Hebrews' lives.
From what to eat at the supper table (Lev 11.2–45), to when sexual
relations were allowable for married couples (Ezek 18.6), to when
you could harvest your crops (Exod 23.10ff), all space and time, no
matter how personal or mundane, was under God’s jurisdiction and,
therefore, sacred to Him and intended to be recognized as such by
His people. Thus, marriage from its inception in Genesis 2.24 to the
capital offense of adultery in Exodus 20.14 involves no mere civil or
domestic relationship, but a sacred covenant before God.
This Mystery is Great
In the New Testament the sacred nature of marriage is reiterated in several passages, most notably 1 Peter 3.1–7 and Ephe4 E. Durkheim, The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life (1915) 47.
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sians 5.21–33. In these texts men and women are instructed how
to live together under God’s covenant so that the union might
not only be pleasing to one another, but also before God. For example, in 1 Peter 3 God’s concerns are addressed in the potential
conversion of an unbelieving husband by a wife’s submissive (v
1), chaste, and respectful behavior (v 2). Also, a gentle and quiet spirit on the part of godly wives is described as “precious” in
God’s sight (v 4) as it is illustrated by “holy women” of Old Testament times, especially Sarah (v 6).
The triune, and therefore sacred, nature of the marriage bond is
especially illustrated by Ephesians 5.21–33, which will occupy the
rest of our study. Not only is the inauguration of marriage quoted
in verse 31, “For this reason a man shall leave his mother and father
and shall be joined to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh”
(Gen 2.24), but verse 32 further sanctifies the union by asserting,
“This mystery is great; but I am speaking with reference to Christ
and the church.” The New Testament word musterion means that
which was hidden but now made known by God to the initiated,5
not like in common English usage where mystery connotes something which remains concealed. The mystery of Ephesians 5.32 is
the fact that in the relationship of Christ with His church we can
understand the divine plan for marriage rather than the other way
around. In this life, we see only imperfect examples of the proper
relationship of husband and wife. However, what God has revealed
in the church is the perfect example of a loving, submissive marital union. Therefore, what was incompletely revealed when God
ordained marriage in the beginning is now able to be more perfectly made known by its comparison to the union of the church
with Christ. It necessarily follows, therefore, that there are certain
things one has to know about Christ and the church in order to
properly comprehend Biblical marriage.
First, the relationship of God to the church and Christians to
one another is primarily one involving submission rather than authoritarianism (Eph 5.21). While certainly Jesus has all authority
5 W. Bauer, F.W. Danker, W.F. Arndt, and F.W. Gingrich. A Greek-English Lexicon
of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, 3rd ed. (2000) 661–662.
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over His church (Matt 28.18; Eph 1.22–23) and elders operate with
authority in a local congregation (Heb 13.17), Jesus wants our willing service (1 John 4.19), and elders are not to “lord it over” the
flock (1 Pet 5.3). The Lord subjected His best interest for the good
of His church (Rom 5.8), and Christians submit their wills to the
Lord and to one another.
Second, “Christ also is the head of the church, He Himself being the Savior of the body” (Eph 5.23). He withheld nothing, not
even “equality with God” or “death on a cross” as impediments to
His salvific mission (Phil 1.6–8). Therefore, He has been given all
authority over the body (Matt 28.18).
Third, therefore, the church is subject to Christ in all things (Eph
5.24). Philippians 2.9–11 says, “For this reason also, God highly exalted Him, and bestowed on Him the name which is above every
name, so that at the name of Jesus every knee will bow, of those
who are in heaven and on earth and under the earth, and that
every tongue will confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory
of God the Father.” New Testament Christians understand that
principle now. One day all will. Therefore, it is incumbent on all
of God’s people to imitate the great throne scene in Revelation 5
praising the Lamb and showing our subjection by bowing the knee
and confessing Jesus in our speech and conduct as a powerful example to a lost and dying world.
Fourth, love was the motivation for Christ’s sacrifice (Eph 5.25).
This certainly did not occur when we were at our most lovely or
worthy. Romans 5.6–8 says, “For while we were still helpless, at the
right time Christ died for the ungodly. For one will hardly die for a
righteous man; though perhaps for the good man someone would
dare even to die. But God demonstrates His own love toward us,
in that while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us.” Not only
was He motivated by love toward the helpless, but it remains a
strong, undying love. “For I am convinced that neither death, nor
life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor things present, nor things
to come, nor powers, nor height, nor depth, nor any other created
thing, will be able to separate us from the love of God, which is in
Christ Jesus our Lord” (Rom 8.38–39).

FC Lectures 2017.indd 25

11/19/2016 9:25:49 AM

26



Curtis Pope

Fifth, Christ’s redemptive work was to cleanse the church, glorify the church, and do nothing that would not present her as holy
and blameless (Eph 5.25–27). When we contemplate how filthy
and degraded sin made us, it is almost unfathomable to imagine
that He could see us as pure and holy, yet the New Jerusalem is
described in Revelation 21.2 as a “bride adorned for her husband.”
With all of the mistakes and sins He could throw back in our faces,
His entire intention is to see us as holy and blameless.
Sixth, as the church is Christ’s body, he nourishes and cherishes it (Eph 5.29–30). As is obvious in many of us, we nourish and
cherish our own bodies diligently. Christ, as the Good Shepherd in
John 10, serves as the protective door of the sheep so they might
“go in and out and find pasture” (John 10.9).
Applications
“And be subject to one another in the fear of Christ” (Eph 5.21).
Ephesians 5.21–33 resembles, in many ways, “household codes”
found among the Romans.6 The cosmopolitan nature of Rome
and its empire brought people from all over the Mediterranean
and the Middle East together in a strange hodgepodge of ethnic
groups, customs, and religions. Such influences, especially from
the East, worried Romans that their traditional family, in which
they took such great pride, would be undermined and destroyed.
These “household codes” were intended to encourage obedience
to the paterfamilias and his responsibility to enforce, if necessary,
submission. The entire context of Ephesians 5.21 fails to specifically mention obedience, instead discussing marriage in a context of
subjection. This does not mean that obedience of a wife toward her
husband was unimportant, but it emphasizes that this is to come
from subjecting her will to the will of her husband rather than
having submission imposed upon her.
Instructions earlier in Ephesians 5 also promote a peaceful
submission to other Christians rather than a hierarchical approach assumed by the Romans (Matt 20.25). All of this was to
be done in the fear of Christ, indicating not simply terror at dis6 C. S. Keener, The IVP Bible Background Commentary: New Testament (1993) 551.
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obedience, but reverence for the One who subjected His welfare
for the benefit of mankind.
“Wives, be subject to your own husbands, as to the Lord. For the
husband is the head of the wife, as Christ also is the head of the
church, He Himself being the Savior of the body. But as the church
is subject to Christ, so also the wives ought to be to their husbands in everything” (Eph 5.22–24). As individuals, wives should
understand the subjection that they owe the Lord. This they have
in common with the attitude all Christians should show toward
Christ. Therefore, women should not feel inferior in any way, since
subjection is the duty of all Christians. As was mentioned in verse
21, because of our fear of Christ we should subject ourselves to
one another. We do not do this because other Christians are always worthy of our submission. In the same way, husbands may
not always be worthy of a wife’s submission, but the example in
verses 23 and 24 is clear: as the church is subject to Christ, wives
are to be to their husbands in everything. You will notice that this
is not subject to the husband’s Christlikeness or his wisdom or his
good judgment, but as the church submits itself to Christ without
argument, so wives should do toward their husbands.
This obviously involves a wife submitting to her husband’s
physical needs (1 Cor 7.3–5). However, as Christ’s authority over
the church is not subject to negotiation, neither should a wife
substitute her will for her husband’s. The only exception to this
rule should be when a husband requires something that violates
Christ’s New Testament law. But, as in the study of divorce and
remarriage, we err to focus on the exception rather than the rule
of marriage’s permanence.
“Husbands, love your wives, just as Christ also loved the church
and gave Himself up for her, so that He might sanctify her, having cleansed her by the washing of water with the word, that He
might present to Himself the church in all her glory, having no
spot or wrinkle or any such thing; but that she would be holy and
blameless. So husbands ought also to love their own wives as their
own bodies. He who loves his own wife loves himself; for no one
ever hated his own flesh, but nourishes and cherishes it, just as
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Christ also does the church, because we are members of His body.
For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and shall
be joined to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh. This mystery is great; but I am speaking with reference to Christ and the
church. Nevertheless, each individual among you also is to love his
own wife even as himself, and the wife must see to it that she respects her husband” (Eph 5.25–33).
Men and women both often make the mistake of assuming
that the husband’s marital duty is much simpler than that of the
wife. If we truly understood the nature of biblical subjection, I am
convinced this would not be so. The example for wives is the submission of the church to Christ. The example for husbands is to
imitate the love Christ had for the church. This required, as we
have mentioned, submission of His own best interest for the eternal welfare of the lost.
Husbands usually think that they would not have married
someone they did not love. I am convinced that in this they are often mistaken. Men marry for many reasons: lust, infatuation, loneliness, desire for a family, or a plethora of other reasons. The love
required in Ephesians 5, however, if the same love that God showed
for mankind by giving Christ to die for us (Rom 5.8) and for which
Christ gave Himself up (Eph 5.25; Gal 2.20). This agapao love is one
that can be commanded, unlike friendship or sentiment, which is
based entirely on the emotions. Therefore, if a husband truly love
his wife, he is more interested in his wife’s welfare and happiness
than his own. Such husbands are willing to die so their wives might
live. They are willing to starve so their wives might eat. They are
willing to suffer cold and privation so their wives might be warm
and have their needs supplied. They are willing to be miserable if
necessary so their wives might be happy. Their best interest is completely subjected so their wives might thrive under their leadership.
This also means that nothing would ever be said or done to
make her feel dirty or ugly or anything but holy and blameless before God. Do you still think men have such an easy task?
In Ephesians 5.28–30, the church as Christ’s body illustrates the
nourishing and cherishing that husbands should provide for their
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wives. Certainly that means that we feed them, but it also involves
feeding their souls, spirits, and emotional lives. No one thinking
reasonably hurts their own body. Christian husbands should provide that same type of protection and concern for their wives.
As was mentioned in our discussion of the sacred and the profane, God’s initial instruction and involvement in marriage is illustrated in Genesis 2.24, which is quoted in Ephesians 5.31. God’s
part in this joining of husband and wife is further illustrated in
Matthew 19.5–6 when the same Genesis passage is quoted with
Christ’s commentary “what therefore God has joined together, let
no man separate.”
Verse 32 describes the mystery of Christ and the church, which
serves as the perfect model for God’s sacred union. Verse 33 then
completes the discussion of the mystery by saying, “Nevertheless, each individual among you also is to love his own wife even
as himself, and the wife must see to it that she respects her husband.” Men need love as women do, just as women need respect as
God prescribes for their husbands, but in verse 33 the mystery is
summed up by emphasizing the chief need of each gender which
God has provided for in Ephesians 5’s discussion of marriage.
Conclusion
God, who designed marriage from the very beginning, intended, as we have seen in Genesis 2.24, for it to involve ideally one man
and one woman for life. From its inception, God has placed His
sacred stamp on this special union. The wonderful gift He gives to
those of us who live this side of the cross, is to read the revealed
mystery of Christ and the church serving as the perfect model and
illustration of God’s divine plan for marriage. As His people, let us
never allow our culture to distract us from these eternal truths.
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“Like Angels in Heaven”
God’s Purpose In Marriage
David Thomley

Marriage is of God. For Christians, this is a fundamental statement of truth. For the American culture, it has been a foundational principle of a society that was founded on Judeo-Christian
values. Just one generation ago, who would have imagined that
today this principle of marriage would be met with rolled eyes,
condescension, and dismissive attitudes by our peers?
The creation account in chapters one and two of Genesis reveals two principles of significance for our discussion: 1) man was
created in the image of God (Gen 1.26–27), and 2) God said that
it is not good for the man to be alone (Gen 2.18). God’s stated objective in creating the woman was to provide a helper fit for man
(Gen 2.18). From the beginning, marriage was God’s idea. It was
designed perfectly from its inception, exactly as God intended
it to be. God defined marriage in terms of gender and duration.
Marriage as revealed by God is gender specific: one man and one
woman. Marriage has a defined duration: permanent, lasting until
death. Jesus clearly stated that no one should separate what God
has joined together (Matt 19.3–6; Rom 7.1–3). Today’s cultural
premise that is driving societal and legal efforts to redefine marriage and family is both arrogant and presumptuous. The obvious
purpose of this radical departure from Biblical truth is to accommodate the prevailing behavior and practice of people, rather than
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to govern and direct the behavior of people in a way that would
honor the God who designed marriage from the beginning.
The book of Genesis reveals that the creation of woman marked
the completion of mankind (humankind), the pinnacle of God’s
creation (Gen 2.18–25). Prior to the creation of the woman, God
had brought before Adam all the creatures of the field. The man
gave names to the animals, which is a corollary note that is consistent with the principle that man would have “dominion over
the fish of the sea and over the birds of the heavens and over the
livestock and over all the earth and over every creeping thing that
creeps on the earth” (Gen 1.26). It was man who gave names to the
animals, and not vice versa. At this point in the text, after the animals have been brought before the man, the Spirit reveals this insight for us: “The man gave names to all livestock and to the birds
of the heavens and to every beast of the field. But for Adam there
was not found a helper fit for him” (Gen 2.20). The expression
“there was not found” lends the idea that something was being
sought. Since God already understood that man was incomplete at
this point (and this incompleteness was not good), it seems foolish
to think that God was looking for a helper for Adam. This is about
Adam. It is Adam who now understands that the animals were not
the answer to his incomplete status. With all due respect for animals that were created by God, Christians must resist the cultural
trend to humanize animals, ascribing to animals a status equal to
man, and in doing so diminishing the unique character and nature
of the only element of creation that was made in the image of God.
Adam understood that the animals were not like him in kind, and
he needed someone of his kind. To state it simply: Adam realized
that animals are not people, and therefore not suitable to be a helper fit for him. Today, many generations removed from Adam, the
world seems terribly confused about this principle.
Continuity, Distinction and Permanence
The details of the creation of the woman are brief and somewhat unusual (Gen 2.21–25). For all the unanswered questions
that have been raised regarding the significance of God causing
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the man to fall into a deep sleep, and God taking a rib from Adam
from which He made the woman, and God closing up Adam’s flesh,
Bible students do well to remember that the biblical account of the
entire creation was summed up in a few brief verses in chapter
one in Genesis. The absence of details and explanations of “How
did God do it?” when considering the creation of the world (and
man) is consistent with the creation account of the woman. “Then
the Lord God formed a man from the dust of the ground and
breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and the man became a
living being” (Gen 2.7). Now, consider what is said of the creation
of the woman. “So the Lord God caused the man to fall into a deep
sleep; and while he was sleeping, he took one of the man’s ribs and
then closed up the place with flesh. Then the Lord God made a
woman from the rib he had taken out of the man, and he brought
her to the man” (Gen 2.21–22). The Holy Spirit gives us precious
few words of detail, which might suggest that the point of emphasis is what God did rather than how God did it.
At least two things are noteworthy from this text. First, there is
an unmistakable continuity of kind between the man and woman,
as she was made from a rib that was taken from the man. The man
immediately acknowledges this continuity of kind (something that
was not found with the animals) with these words: “The man said,
‘This is now bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh; she shall be
called ‘woman,’ for she was taken out of man’” (Gen 2.23). Second, there is a clear distinction between the man and the woman.
She was not created at the same time or in the same manner as
the man, she was somewhat different from the man, and she fulfilled the need for man’s completion. The distinction was a gender
distinction, highlighted by the Lord in His words, “Haven’t you
read … that at the beginning the Creator ‘made them male and
female?’” (Matt 19.4). This gender distinction is also highlighted in
the Genesis account, as the text indicates with the implications of
their physical unity as one flesh and the absence of shame in their
nakedness. “That is why a man leaves his father and mother and is
united to his wife, and they become one flesh. Adam and his wife
were both naked, and they felt no shame” (Gen 2.24–25).
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According to Jesus, the Genesis account constitutes the fundamental and final answer to questions concerning the marriage relationship. Everything rests upon the creation principle. “Haven’t
you read … that at the beginning…?” (Matt 19.4). The world has
changed, and people have changed, but God’s Word remains the
same. A discussion of marriage needs to begin at the beginning.
At the end of second chapter of Genesis, there is resolution to
the stated problem “It is not good for man to be alone” (Gen 2.18).
Man is no longer alone and incomplete. A helper that is suitable
for him has been found (as contrasted with the “not found” situation of Genesis 2.20). She was of the same kind as the man, and
yet she was distinct from the man. God brought the woman to the
man to be his wife. Now the man and woman together, naked and
unashamed as one flesh, consummate the completion of mankind
who is made in the image of God. No longer will God say “It is not
good.” Marriage is good.
The Bible speaks clearly on this point: marriage is good. Marriage—one man, one woman, for life—is good. This fundamental
tenet of human relationships sounds archaic and strange to our
present generation. Christians are living in a world that is increasingly vexing to righteous souls. Today’s divorce culture is shameful
evidence of the abandonment of the permanence of the marriage
relationship. To add insult to injury, as if the honor of God has not
been sufficiently trampled as increasing numbers of heterosexual
couples marry, divorce, and remarry multiple times, we now see the
executive, legislative and judicial branches of government working
together to eradicate gender specificity in marriage. Same-gender
marriage is increasingly popular, but it is not biblical. The blurring
of God’s established principles regarding marriage is serious, and
the consequences are abounding in the society in which we live.
While the progressive culture celebrates the achievements and
progress of this movement away from biblical values, the reality is
that the movement has arrived at a point of such utter confusion
that educated people cannot seem to discern which restroom they
should use. “Although they claimed to be wise, they became fools”
(Rom 1.22). Therein lies the problem.
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The Problem of Ignorance
Marriage is of God and marriage is good, but not everyone is
convinced. For centuries, religious men have struggled with the
biblical concept of marriage – its nature, design, and purpose. Not
unlike the behavior of many religious people today who seek to
justify their particular viewpoint, religious men of ancient times
often appealed to scripture to claim the authority of God to bolster
support for their beliefs. The problem was not that the scripture to
which they appealed is wrong; the problem is that they were ignorant of the scripture they were quoting. They knew the words of the
scripture, but not the meaning.
The Sadducees of the first century did not believe in angels or
the resurrection from the dead. In order to publicly validate their
position, they postulated a scenario that was designed to show the
absurdity of the concept of the resurrection from the dead (Matt
22.23–33). In approaching Jesus, they were careful to quote the
Law regarding levirate marriage: “Teacher, Moses said …”. If in
keeping with the levirate law a woman had married seven brothers
and yet died childless, whose wife would she be in the resurrection if all seven brothers would be resurrected from the dead? It
seemed obvious to everyone that one woman could not be married
to all seven brothers at the same time in the resurrection life, and
the levirate law was clear regarding the responsibility of brothers
to marry their brother’s wife if he died childless, so the Sadducees
argued from the levirate law given by Moses that the idea of resurrection from the dead was absurd.
The response of Jesus was curt and to the point: Jesus replied, “You are in error because you do not know the Scriptures or
the power of God. At the resurrection people will neither marry
nor be given in marriage; they will be like the angels in heaven”
(Matt 22.29–30). To put it bluntly, Jesus said to them: You are ignorant! You are ignorant of the scriptures you quote and you are
ignorant of the power of God to resurrect the dead in a changed
form (cf. 1 Cor 15).
The purpose of marriage is not unlike the purpose of the mortal body itself. The purpose of the mortal body pertains to this
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life, and that purpose is fulfilled in this life. That which remains
after this life is spirit. In the resurrection the spirit will be clothed
with an immortal body (1 Cor 15 and 2 Cor 5) that is fit for the
spiritual realm and void of any purpose for physical gender. Jesus’
response to the pseudo-wisdom of the Sadducees is that they were
not wise at all. Their problem was ignorance. They failed to understand the purpose of marriage and they also failed to understand
the power of God.
Religious Devaluation of Marriage
How is this related to our discussion? The Bible affirms this
principle of truth: Marriage is good. Yet, through the centuries,
religious men have repeatedly appealed to the scriptures to affirm
their belief that celibacy is better and more spiritual than the marriage relationship. Interestingly, this discourse (Matt 22.23–33;
Mark 12.18–27; Luke 20.27–40) is one of the primary arguments
for their position. Once again, the root problem remains the same.
For centuries, the Roman Catholic Church has taught that celibacy is superior to marriage and should be chosen by those who
have the capacity for it. The most popular pope of the past century,
John Paul II, repeatedly affirmed the superiority of celibacy over
marriage, even in the wake of numerous revelations of moral scandal. For example, consider these comments on celibacy as quoted
in Vita Consecrata, no.32:
“As a way of showing forth the Church’s holiness, it is to be recognized
that the consecrated life, which mirrors Christ’s own way of life, has
an objective superiority. Precisely for this reason, it is an especially
rich manifestation of Gospel values and a more complete expression
of the Church’s purpose, which is the sanctification of humanity. The
consecrated life proclaims and in a certain way anticipates the future
age, when the fullness of the kingdom of heaven, already present in
its first fruits and mystery, will be achieved and when the children of
the resurrection will take neither wife nor husband, but will be like
the angels of God (cf. Mt.22.30).”

The argument would be that the true spiritual state, the heavenly state, is void of marriage. This has led some to conclude that,
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while marriage is acceptable to God for those who struggle in the
weakness of sexual passion and physical desire of the flesh, the real
goal in our spiritual quest is celibacy. In this way of thinking, marriage is God’s pacifier for the lesser one who needs the one flesh
relationship of marriage, but the real spiritual man will rise above
such a need and show in his celibacy that he has achieved the spirituality of the heavenly hosts.
Throughout the ages, religious councils and synods and esteemed men of piety have often affirmed convictions of the superiority of celibacy as compared to the marriage relationship. Many
teachings along this line may be found in the writings of Thomas
Aquinas, Augustine, writings from the Council of Trent, etc. Why?
The first and most obvious answer would be the same answer that
Jesus gave to the Sadducees of the first century: “You are in error
because you do not know the Scriptures or the power of God.”
The Bible is replete with testimony of the moral excellence of
the marriage relationship. Yet, the idea continues to be propagated
by many religious people that marriage is nonetheless a lesser spiritual state than celibacy. Those who adhere to such a view of the
exalted state of celibacy are quick to point to a host of scriptures
that they believe support their view, such as:
Matthew 19.10–12 The disciples said to him, “If this is the situation
between a husband and wife, it is better not to marry.” Jesus replied, “Not everyone can accept this word, but only those to whom
it has been given. For there are eunuchs who were born that way,
and there are eunuchs who have been made eunuchs by others—and
there are those who choose to live like eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. The one who can accept this should accept it.”
1 Corinthians 7.1 “It is good for a man not to touch a woman.”
1 Corinthians 7.7 “I wish that all of you were as I am.”
1 Corinthians 7.32–40 I would like you to be free from concern. An
unmarried man is concerned about the Lord’s affairs—how he can
please the Lord.
1 Corinthians 7.33 But a married man is concerned about the affairs
of this world—how he can please his wife— and his interests are divided.
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1 Corinthians 7.34 An unmarried woman or virgin is concerned about
the Lord’s affairs: Her aim is to be devoted to the Lord in both body
and spirit. But a married woman is concerned about the affairs of this
world—how she can please her husband.
1 Corinthians 7.35–37 I am saying this for your own good, not to
restrict you, but that you may live in a right way in undivided devotion to the Lord. If anyone is worried that he might not be acting
honorably toward the virgin he is engaged to, and if his passions are
too strong and he feels he ought to marry, he should do as he wants.
He is not sinning. They should get married. But the man who has
settled the matter in his own mind, who is under no compulsion but
has control over his own will, and who has made up his mind not to
marry the virgin—this man also does the right thing.
1 Corinthians 7.38–39 So then, he who marries the virgin does right,
but he who does not marry her does better. A woman is bound to her
husband as long as he lives. But if her husband dies, she is free to
marry anyone she wishes, but he must belong to the Lord.
1 Corinthians 7.40 In my judgment, she is happier if she stays as she
is—and I think that I too have the Spirit of God.

Fervent appeal is made to these and other scriptures in defense
of an attitude that sees marriage as, at most, something that is
OK and even necessary for the “little people” but still inferior to
celibacy, a status that is regarded as the signal badge of spiritual
superiority. Here again, the problem is not that religious men do
not know the words of the scriptures, but they err concerning the
meaning of it.
Cultural Devaluation of Marriage
If the Bible teaches that marriage is good, why would religious
people devalue it? Perhaps that it is due in part to prevailing cultural attitudes. Culture strongly influences the way in which a person understands (or misunderstands) scripture. The biblical text
of the first century reflects some incipient forms of Gnosticism
that were already making inroads into Christian ideology. If the
material world (including the flesh) is understood to be essentially evil and the enemy of spiritual life, then nothing would better
illustrate the conflict than the spirit of a man trying to control

FC Lectures 2017.indd 38

11/19/2016 9:25:50 AM

“Like Angels in Heaven”



39

and reign in the voracious sexual appetite of his flesh. Gnosticism
taught that God is spirit, and man is flesh; that God is righteous,
and man is sinful. Given the internal struggle of a person to conquer and discipline the burning passion of the flesh, the ancient
cultural dualistic notion of spirit/flesh, good/evil would easily accommodate an interpretation of scripture that affirms the superiority of celibacy (abandonment of a fleshly relationship) over marriage (the consummation of the flesh in oneness, i.e., in this way
of thinking, a concession to the enemy). After the development of
Gnostic thought in the first and second century, Manichaeism (the
same dualistic teaching) was being propagated in Persia and widely circulated in the third and fourth centuries. Culture is powerful,
and well-intending religious men of the early centuries sometimes
read into the scriptures various things that in reality were merely
reflections of their own environment. Well-intending religious men
today should take note.
In ancient times, religious men were sometimes confused of the
truth that marriage is good because of strong cultural influences
and beliefs. In modern times, the same is true. For all that may be
said (and plenty can be said) about the damage being done to marriage today by the same-gender community, there can be no denying that the first damage to marriage was done previously by the
dual gender community. While same-sex couples are now demanding both the legal right and societal validation of a status of marriage, the opposite-sex couples are increasingly violating, forsaking,
and abandoning the marriage relationship. This is our culture.
Christians should take heed. Our problems with marriage in
our own generation are not solely the result of what is going on
“out there” in the world around us. There are plenty of problems
going on “in here.” The problems have infiltrated our ranks and, at
various times and in various places, we are suffering mightily. No
one can deny that there has been a surge in the number of divorces
occurring in this present generation of Christians. Congregations
all over this country have struggled with the devastation that results from broken homes. Many churches today are plagued with
troubled marriages, divorced members, and hurting families.
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One of the many consequences of the destruction of biblical
families has been a serious change in attitude that has evolved
among us, especially among our young people. Children who have
grown up in the turmoil and pain of dysfunctional homes have
precious little understanding of what God intended marriage to
be. These young people have little understanding or anticipation
that marriage is good. Their own experience in their own homes
with their own parents has left lasting scars. For many young people today, the fact that a marriage ends in divorce does not smite
their souls with a sense of remorse and sadness because divorce
seems the natural (even merciful) destiny of such conflicted relationships that they have witnessed.
Divorce is common today. The prevalence of divorce sends a
message to children that marriage is not that important. Consequently, young people today often reflect the postmodern response to discussions about marriage, divorce, same sex relationships, etc.: whatever. Both culture and personal experience have
left their marks. The “whatever” response is indicative of both concession and indifference. In the thinking of the next generation, it
seems that a sense of urgency about these issues is being erased,
a conviction of moral absolutes is being silenced, and a passionate
concern for lost souls is being numbed by a political correctness
that demands not only tolerance but also validation of all people
and all ideas. In a postmodern culture, every person has his own
truth, every person reflects his own realities, and every person is
driven by his own subjective feelings. The concept of an external
authority is largely rejected, rendering the recitation of biblical
teaching as, at most, sometimes interesting but certainly less than
binding. Add to this the unfortunate reality of a young person who
sits in a church building listening to adults debate the words in the
scriptures about marriage, but then leaves the church building and
returns home to a reality that is something far different, and you
ultimately have the development of the perfect storm.
There are plenty of reasons why there is confusion about the
premise “marriage is good.” If personal experience and postmodern culture are the prevailing influences, it is no wonder that an
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increasing number of young Christians are struggling with confusion about marriage. What is the point? What is the purpose?
The Purpose of Marriage
While it is true that God created marriage for our happiness,
for our holiness and for our completion in the one flesh relationship, the supreme purpose of marriage is the glory of God. When
a man and woman live together in the covenant relationship of
marriage, disciplining their lives by scriptural teaching regarding the roles and responsibilities of marriage, the end result is
that God is glorified.
The popular cultural mantra that cries “God wants me to be
happy!” needs to be corrected with a more biblical “God wants me
to be righteous.” In righteousness we glorify God, and the glory of
God is the essence of purpose for our existence. Christians will be
increasingly viewed as strange in a culture that is convinced that
self-expression and the pursuit of personal happiness is the ultimate goal of life. This postmodern epidemic of personal autonomy
and self-indulgence has produced a generation that believes that
the world exists to make them happy and to satisfy every narcissistic passion of one’s inner self. The Bible has a message for the
person who is thinking in this way: You need to get over yourself.
Life is not about you. Marriage is not primarily or supremely about
you or your happiness. Marriage is about God and his glory.
Only when we understand this principle will we begin to understand what God said about marriage. I remember reading an
article where the author noted that there is an order of ultimacy in
this principle: God is ultimate and marriage is not. Marriage exists
for God; God does not exist for marriage.
Our purpose for existence on this earth is to glorify God. The
purpose of marriage is in keeping with this divine objective. “Bring
my sons from afar and my daughters from the end of the earth,
everyone who is called by my name, whom I created for my glory”
(Isa 43.6–7). Not only the prophets of old, but the writers of the
NT understood the principle that God’s honor and adoration is the
focal point of all creation. The apostle Paul wrote, “For from him

FC Lectures 2017.indd 41

11/19/2016 9:25:50 AM

42



David Thomley

and through him and to him are all things. To him be the glory forever. Amen” (Rom 11.36). In the epistle to the Colossians, he stated
clearly, “By him all things were created, in heaven and on earth …
all things were created through him and unto him” (Col 1.16).
Expressions of God’s Glory in Marriage
Marriage is not ultimately about me, or my happiness, or my
life, or my children. Marriage is ultimately about God and his glory. We glorify God when we live out marriage according to God’s
design from the beginning. In the first century when Jesus was
being tested for a divorce position, Jesus pointed the Jews in this
same direction when he said, “Have you not read that He who
made them at the beginning made them male and female…” (Matt
19.4). This understanding that God had a specific intention for
marriage from the beginning is restated when Jesus responds to
the issue of divorce: “but from the beginning it was not so” (Matt
19.8). Marriage was created by God (Gen 2) in the beginning, and
in the beginning the Creator defined marriage for all time. Marriage in its completion of humankind ameliorated the former situation concerning which God had said, “It is not good that man
should be alone” (Gen 2.18). No, to the contrary. With the creation
of woman and the institution of marriage, now it may be said of all
creation, “It is good!”
In marriage, the glory of God is seen in God’s provision for
physical companionship and the completion of man’s physical existence. There can be no doubt of the one-flesh marital relationship
that God intended for the man and woman. First of all, the text of
Genesis 2 is fairly obvious in speaking of male and female becoming one flesh in a relationship in which the man and his wife are
naked and not ashamed (Gen 2.24–25). This physical union of two
(two distinct flesh) into one (one united flesh) is an expression that
refers, at least in part, to the sexual uniting of two fleshly bodies
into one. In this, as well as in other things, God shows that woman is the completion of man. Furthermore, if there was any doubt
about the meaning of one flesh in the scriptures, Paul’s discussion
of sexual immorality associated with idolatrous temple prostitu-
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tion in Corinth (1 Cor 6.12–20) lifts any remaining fog. “Do you
not know that your bodies are members of Christ? Shall I then
take the members of Christ and make them members of a harlot?
Certainly not! Or do you not know that he who is joined to a harlot
is one body with her? For ‘the two,’ He says, “shall become one
flesh.’” (1 Cor 6.15–16). God’s glory is beautifully realized in the
fleshly union of a man with his wife. At the same time, Paul states
clearly that the violation of the parameters of this fleshly oneness
is something that does not pertain to God, does not honor God,
and results in offense to both God and man.
In marriage, the glory of God is seen in God’s provision for
procreation. Again we must observe that from the beginning,
God’s intention was for a child to be introduced into this world
in the context of a home established by a man and woman who
are bound in the permanence of the marriage relationship. Protection, security and love that are paramount to the well-being
of a child have been designed into this basic component of social
structure. There is nothing more tragic today than the abuse of
children that has resulted from the destruction of marriages and
families. It is neither accidental nor incidental that happiness and
well-being belong to a child who is born into a home in which he
will live with a father and mother from whom he received his genetic order, a child who is raised in a home in which he finds security in the permanence of relationships bound by love, a child who
is shaped and molded under the protective wings of both a man
and a woman who are seeking only the best for him and shielding
him from the worst. A child who is born into the loving context of
such a family is truly blessed by God, and God is glorified as that
child flourishes.
In marriage, the glory of God is seen in God’s provision for permanence and dependability. It is the life-long journey of a man and
woman who are sharing all of life’s experiences with this singular
commitment that “You can count on me and I can count on you
until the day that one of us dies because I am not only bound to you
in this commitment, I am also bound to God who has bound me to
you in this commitment.” That is real relationship security.
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“For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined
to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh.” This is a great mystery, but I speak concerning Christ and the church” (Eph 5.31–32).

When all is said and done, and a man and woman live out God’s
Word concerning marriage in our own lives, we may be prone to
say: “What an awesome relationship!” No. Instead, we should say,
“What an awesome God!” Marriage is a beautiful and intimate expression of the nature and character of God. The glory of God is
all over it.
Therefore, my brethren, glorify God in your marriage. That’s
what marriage is all about.
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“A House Divided”
The State of Marriage and Family
in America Today
Thaxter Dickey
God’s plan for the family is simple, clear and effective. He made us
male and female for a special relationship. “For this reason a man
shall leave his father and his mother, and be joined to his wife; and
they shall become one flesh” (Gen 2.24). This couple when blessed
with children is to raise them in the nurture and the admonition
of the Lord, and the children are to obey and honor their parents
(Eph 6.1–4). But America has been frantically abandoning God’s
plan and instituting new forms of the family that are unworkable
and lead to unhappiness. Thus the family in America has been so
fractured that we can speak of it as a house divided.
God made us male and female. Now Facebook lists 58 gender
choices.1 God created one woman for the man in Genesis 3 and thus
ordained marriage between one man and one woman, but modern
culture has confused the options by condoning homosexual marriages as a national policy by the edict of the Supreme Court, which
has left little legal basis to prevent future courts from moving the
line to include polygamy and other forms of “marriage.” When God
created one woman for the man there was no backup plan in case
it did not work, no divorce and no remarriage. And though He lat1 R. Goldman, “Here’s a List of 58 Gender Options for Facebook Users” ABC News
(February 13, 2014).
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er made a provision for divorce because of sin, He limited divorce
to the cause of adultery (Matt 19.18, 19). But with the nation-wide
institution of no-fault divorce laws, we now live in a society that
already practices “serial polygamy” in which divorces are commonplace and without stigma. We even keep records of the number of
marriages one person engages in. For the record, Glyn Wolfe, who
died in 1997, was the nation’s most married man—29 times—once
for less than a month, and the longest just over a decade. By the way,
his last wife Linda Essex Wolfe was the most married woman with
23 marriages.2 With all these changes, the concept of marriage has
become so diffuse as to be in the vernacular “nothing but a piece of
paper.” Today in America 40% of children are born to single mothers. Thus it is no surprise that today a minority of children will
grow up in a household with both parents who are in their first
marriage.3 But perhaps the greatest disgrace of all, the most tragic
evidence of a house divided is the more than 60 million abortions
that have occurred since 1973.4 Currently the CDC records 700,000
abortions each year although the yearly number of abortions is undoubtedly higher since California. Maryland, and New Hampshire
no longer officially report their numbers.5
These changes from the biblical pattern for marriage and family have resulted in increasing distress: more hostility between men
and women including domestic violence, poorer living conditions
for children, and increased stratification of our nation based on
the differential outcomes for children who are raised in intact two
parent families or in single parent households. The house is divided in America today and can a house divided long stand? More2 Glynn Wolfe, Wikipedia: The Free Encyclopedia. en.wikipedia.org/wiki/GlynnWolfe. Accessed 22 July 2016.
3 “Parenting in America,” in Pew Research Center Social & Demographic Trends (December, 14, 2015). pewsocialtrends.org/2015/12/17/parenting-in-america/. Accessed
21 July 2016.
4 K. Pazol, A. Creanga, and D. Jamieson, “Abortion Surveillance — United States,
2012,” Surveillance Summaries 64 (SS10) November 27, 2015 1–40. www.cdc.gov/
mmwr/. Accessed 24 July 2016.
5 “U.S. Abortion Statistics: Facts and figures relating to the frequency of abortion in
the United States.” www.abort73.com/abortion_facts/us_abortion_statistics/. Accessed
24 July 2016.
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over, given the dynamic and powerful connection between the
family and society, can a nation so divided long stand?
A House Divided by Gender Confusion
He created us male and female (Gen 1.27). This is a simple and
seemingly obvious binary distinction; but it has become a source
of confusion and the target of antagonism. Popular literature in
the 70’s focused on the differences between men and women as
indicated by books such as Men are from Mars and Women are
from Venus. And though popular culture may still recognize the
significant emotional and behavioral differences between men and
women, the clerisy has denied these differences and required that
society treat males and females for all practical purposes as being
interchangeable. Title IX requires equal academic opportunity for
males and females and equal funding for male and female sports
in educational institutions. This is just one part of a 40-year experiment in America to determine what will result when we treat
males and females as if they are the same. As a consequence, all we
see is confusion, a sowing of the wind only to reap the whirlwind.
Men and women are less happy than they were when gender roles
were clearer, marriages are less stable, and relationships between
men and women are more difficult than ever before.
There is entirely too much violence by men against women, too
many sexual assaults, and too many cases of sexual harassment on
college campuses and in businesses. Though accurate, apolitical
reporting of these data is hard to obtain, the frequency of domestic
violence especially against women is a national and a worldwide
scandal. The WHO (World Health Organization) estimates that
35% of women have experienced some form of domestic violence
and that half of all women who are murdered are murdered by an
intimate partner.6 The rates are not much better in the U.S., where
survey data indicates that nearly one in five women will be raped
in their life time and another 40% will experience sexual coercion
6 “Global and regional estimates of violence against women: prevalence and health
effects of intimate partner violence and non-partner sexual violence,” in World Health
Organization, Department of Reproductive Health and Research (London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, South African Medical Research Council 2013) 2.
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or unwanted sexual contact.7 Equality has not been the solution,
though it might not have been the cause either. But the denial of
any differences between men and women and the lack clarity of
any gender roles has created such confusion on the part of men
that hostility is an almost inevitable reaction even though it is no
justification for violence of men against women.
There is too much violence against women, but with little understanding of the real role of the sexes there is much misguided
overreaction as well. For example, one county in England has just
added to its hate crime definition “misogynistic hate crimes,” defined as “incidents against women that are motivated by an attitude of a man towards a woman, and includes behavior targeted
towards a woman by men simply because they are a woman.”8 How
are men supposed to navigate in a society that defines any male
behavior motivated by a distinction between men and women as a
hate crime? No wonder young men with little education and even
less moral training are simply giving up and engaging in overt hate
crimes and sexual abuse. Popular rap lyrics amply illustrate this
adversarial attitude toward women, though the lyrics themselves
are beyond our consideration because “it is disgraceful even to
speak of” them (Eph 5.12).
Men and women are different and they have to relate to one
another by different rules than those that work for same gender
relationships. Even feminist scholars acknowledge that there are
some innate, behavioral differences between men and women.
Most summaries include differences such as males being more
aggressive from an early age, females at an early age engaging in
more frequent looking at human faces, and females being more
verbal and scoring higher in both agreeableness and neuroticism.
There are also strong differences in males and females on the dominance-nurturance dimensions of personality.9 In fact, “The exis7 “The National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey. 2010 Summary Report.” www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/. Accessed 14 July, 2016.
8 I. Elahe, “Street Harassment of Women Just Became a Hate Crime in This County”
Washington Post (14 July 2016).
9 M. Del Giudice, “Gender Differences in Personality and Social Behavior” in J. D.
Wright, ed., International Encyclopedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences. 2nd ed.
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tence of gender differences in aggression is one of the oldest and
most robust findings in the area.”10 These differences do not mean
that all males and females differ in these ways, but most do, and
the existence of even a few, for-sure, innate behavioral differences across large populations validates the differential suitability of
men and women for the different roles required in a biblical family.
Unfortunately without appropriate training most men and women
are unprepared for these different roles and do not understand one
another because politically correct education pretends that there
are no differences. No wonder the house is divided.
A House Divided by Increasing Births Outside
Of Marriage and Declining Marriage Rates
One of the primary consequences of the sexual revolution of
the 1980s has been an increase in premarital sex with an attendant increase in out-of-marriage pregnancies. The rate of births
to unmarried women has increased dramatically, increasing by a
factor of nine since 1940.11 Today 40% of births are to unmarried
women.12 Much progress has been made in decreasing the rate of
teenage births. Today, less than one-third of unmarried births are
to teenagers, but this is primarily due to increased use of contraceptives and not a decrease in premarital sexual behavior.
A concomitant, troubling indicator of family life is decreasing
marriage rates. In 1960 90% of women and 87% of men were married by the age of 35. But by 2009 that number had declined to
80% of women and 75% of men.13 Further, though not necessarily a
negative influence on marital stability, average age at first marriage
(Elsevier 2015) 750–756. www.researchgate.net/publication/274956064_Gender_Differences_in_Personality_and_Social_Behavior. Accessed 25 July 2016.
10

Ibid. 753.

S. Ventura and C. Bachrach, “National Non-marital Childbearing in the United
States, 1940–99” National Vital Statistics Reports 48 (2000). www.cdc.gov/nchs/. Accessed 21 July 2016.
11

12
National Center for Health Statistics. CDC. www.cdc.gov/nchs/fastats/unmarried-childbearing.htm. Accessed 21 July 2016.
13
R. Kreider and R. Ellis, “Number, Timing, and Duration of Marriages and Divorces: 2009” Current Population Reports (2011). www.census.gov/prod/2011pubs/
p70-125.pdf. Accessed 21 July 2016.
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is also increasing. The median age of first marriage for men was 24
in 1960, and for women it was 20½. This was the lowest recorded
median age of marriage in America, having dropped from 25 and
23½ in 1890. But by 2012 the median age of first marriage for men
was 28.6, and for women it was 26.6.14 Together these facts suggest
a declining interest in marriage in America. America is increasingly a house divided over interest and investment in marriage.
A House Divided by Divorce
Though the popular statistic that half of all marriages end in
divorce is statistically erroneous, it does give a sense of the magnitude of divorce in America today and expresses the rather hopeless feeling of most people about the success of marriage. This 50%
number was probably arrived at by comparing the ratio of marriages to divorces in a single year. Indeed at the height of the divorce rate in America in the late 1980s there were approximately
one million divorces each year in America and two million marriages each year. Comparing those two number suggests a 50% divorce rate. But the divorces that occur in any particular year are
not from the marriages that occur in that same year. For example
there were approximately 60 million married couples in the U.S.
in 2015 from which the approximately one million divorces came
yielding a divorce rate of less than 2%. Obviously this number does
not reflect the real rate of divorce either. In order to give a better
perspective on divorce rates that can be compared over time, sociologists calculate a refined divorce rate based on the number of
divorces each year per 1000 married women. Though this number
does not fit our need for predicting the chance of any particular
marriage ending in divorce, it does provide useful comparisons.
For example, the current rate is 19.1 down from the high of approximately 23 in the mid-1980s. However this is still 6.5 times the
rate of divorces in the 1800s.15
14

“Age at first marriage 2013.” www.idexonline.com/. Accessed 21 July 2016.

S. Kennedy and S. Ruggles, “Breaking Up Is Hard to Count: The Rise of Divorce in the
United States, 1980–2010” Demography 51 (2014) 587–598. www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/
articles/. Accessed 24 July 2016.
15
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A more popular estimate of divorce rates suggests that after
10 years, one third of first marriages are disrupted by divorce or
separation. The numbers vary by ethnicity: 30% for Asian women,
32% for white women, 34% for Hispanic women, and 47% for black
women. Currently 22% of all adult women and 21% of all adult
men are divorced. Or, to be more informative, “if you are in your
mid-thirties approximately 30% of your cohort are or have been
divorced.”16 Surely the house is divided by divorce.
A House Divided by Marital Status
Two-parent households are on the decline in the U.S. due to
increases in divorce and out-of-marriage births. According to The
Pew Research Center, only 46% of children in America today are
living with two parents in their first marriage, and an additional
15% live in reconstituted families where one or both of the parents
are not in their first marriage. In 1960, 73% of children lived in a
two parent home with both parents in their first marriage and an
additional 14% lived in two parent homes in which one or both of
the parents was not in their first marriage. Thus 87% of children
lived in a two-parent household in 1960. Today only 61% do. Today,
26% of children live in a single parent household while five percent
live in a household with no parent. An additional seven percent
live with cohabiting parents.17 In short, intact two parent families
are no longer the dominant form of family in America. A majority
of children grow up in a divided house.
A House Divided by Income Inequality
The current political climate reflects an increasing concern
with the issues of economic inequality in America, but this is not
a new idea. It was the dominant theme of the short-lived “Two
Americas” presidential campaign of John Edwards in 2004. The
16
“U.S. Divorce Rates and Statistics. Divorce Statistics that Mean Something”
Divorcesource.com.
www.divorcesource.com/ds/main/u-s-divorce-rates-and-statistics-1037.shtml. Accessed 27 July 2016.
17
“Parenting in America” Pew Research Center Social & Demographic Trends (December 14, 2015). www.pewsocialtrends.org/2015/12/17/parenting-in-america/. Accessed 21 July 2016.
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issue was revived by one of America’s most talked-about but leastread books of the summer of 2014,18 Piketty’s Capital in the Twenty-first Century. This theme was also a consistent part of Bernie
Sanders 2016 presidential campaign. Inequality is a fact of life, but
inequality that is worsening is a matter of considerable concern
and statistics indicate that this is indeed the case in America.19
But despite the attention focused on increasing inequality by
politicians and sociologists, few note the real cause of this increase: a prior increase in single parent households, whether from
divorce or births to single women. Olson and Dickey find “that a
one standard deviation increase in the percentage of single headed
family households produces a statistically significant increase of
0.5 standard deviations in income inequality.”20 This is not surprising. What is surprising is how little attention the impact of
single parent families on income inequality receives in an environment of intense political interest in the topic of inequality. It
is of course politically incorrect to place any blame on the poor
choices of any group of Americans. Nonetheless it is clear that single-parent families, whatever the reason for their formation, have
an adverse impact on financial well-being, especially of children.
32% percent of single family households are below the poverty line
compared to 6.2% of married couple households, and 44% of children in single parent households are poor.21 Given the impact of
income on other childhood outcomes such as education, health,
drug use, promiscuity and crime, it is no wonder that the negative
impact of single parent families is felt to the “third and the fourth
generation” (Exod 34.7). Moreover marriage itself is good for the
economy. Lupton and Smith presented data indicating that over
18

J. Ellenberg, “The Summer’s Most Unread Book Is….” WSJ 3 July 2014.

“Shares of household income of quintiles in the United States from 1970 to 2014”
The Statistics Portal. www.statista.com/statistics/203247/shares-of-household-income-of-quintiles-in-the-us/. Accessed 28, July 2016.
19

20
E. Olson and T. Dickey, “Single Parent Households, Household Debt, and Income
Inequality.” Unpublished manuscript.
21
U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, 2011 and 2012 Annual Social
and Economic Supplements. www.census.gov/prod/techdoc/cps/cpsmar12.pdf. Accessed 26 July, 2016.
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the period of 1984 to 1994, the savings rate decreased for those
who were married in 1984 but divorced in 1994, and increased for
those not married in 1984 but married in 1994, by a total difference of more than $30,000. They speculate that recent declines in
U.S. private savings rates may be explained by the concomitant
decline in marriage rates.22 This is significant given the central importance of saving for investment and economic growth. Income
and wealth inequality in America makes it a house divided. Moreover this divide is as much a divide between single parent families
and two-parent families as any other factor.
Why the House Is Divided
These statistics indicate a decline in the family that is so
long-standing and so dramatic that sociologists of the mid-twentieth century were lured into predicting the demise of the family
before the end of that century.23 However reports of the death of
the family have been greatly exaggerated. The family endures and
will endure despite the damage that it has suffered over the past
hundred years in America. It will continue to endure because it
is God’s plan for human happiness on earth. As Milton’s Adam
said of Eve and thus of marriage, it is “heaven’s last best gift.” 24
Nonetheless the statistics of the mid-twentieth century which
led to predictions of the family’s demise have only gotten worse
since then.
It is of some importance that we trace the causes of this decline
in the family. Though I will list some of the more significant determinants separately this should not obscure the fact that family
and society are bound up in a complex interdependency that cannot be completely understood by focusing on these causes one at
a time.
Affective Individualism. Stone introduced the idea of affective
individualism to explain the impact of market individualism on
22
J. Lupton and J. Smith, “Marriage assets and saving” in S. Grossbard-Shechtman,
ed., Marriage and the Economy: Theory and Evidence from Advanced Industrial Societies (Cambridge UP 2003) 151.
23

C. Zimmerman, Family and Civilization (Harper 1947).

24

John Milton, Paradise Lost bk. V, l. 17.
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the family during the industrial revolution.25 His theory has been
challenged on several levels, but with some modification I still
find affective individualism to be a useful concept in understanding the changes in the family moving into the 21st century. Stone
focused on a supposed change from economic and instrumental
relationships in families to affectionate and loving relationships,
but this supposes what I think the Bible discredits: that warm loving and affectionate relationships between families is a modern
invention. My modification of his concept suggests that affective
individualism replaces rugged individualism in the twentieth century and thus self-dependence and self-sacrificing love for family
is replaced with dependency and a self-serving love by the mid-20th
century. The very definition of romantic or marital love has in fact
been changed from self-sacrifice to self-expression. This change is
concurrent with the self-esteem movement. The concept of self-esteem as an overarching value of American life arose from the work
of Rogers, Maslow, and May who drank deeply of Dewey’s humanism at Columbia Teachers College in New York City.26 Whereas rugged individualism emphasized independence, hard work,
and depending on one’s self, affective individualism through the
self-esteem movement focuses on the all-embracing value of being
happy. Whereas previously marriage and family were thought of as
a duty or as an opportunity to serve other persons, now marriage
and family became a means of self-fulfillment and personal happiness. Thus the modern justification for marriage is self-fulfillment,
not duty or someone else’s needs. It is about being happy, not about
making someone else happy. This changes the criteria by and for
which one marries and, worse, produces the powerful idea that
when personal happiness is no longer secured through marriage,
divorce is not only permitted but even required.
In addition to encouraging divorce, the general approval of this
concept of marriage as a means of self-fulfillment has undercut
the effectiveness of any appeals that marriage is a special conjugal
25
L. Stone, The Family, Sex, and Marriage in England, 1500–2800 (Harper and Row
1977) 93–102.
26

P. Vitz, Psychology as Religion (Eerdmans 1977) 17–24.
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relationship between a man and a woman, a one-flesh relationship
to use biblical terminology. If marriage is simply about love and
self-fulfillment, then homosexual marriages or even polygamous
marriages (assuming that they meet the qualifications for the subjective experience of love and self-fulfillment) are equally valid.27
Feminism. At least since Aristophanes’’ Lysistrata in fifth century Athens there have been suggestions that western society and
its institutions are unfair to women. The charge is frequently made
that a paternalistic society, particularly one based on biblical values, devalues women and encourages their exploitation. Modern
radical feminism has focused particularly on the institutions of
marriage and family as the source of this exploitation.28 Radical
feminists have even seriously argued that the family and the institution of marriage must be abolished,29 based on the reasoning
of Chambers that “No liberal should support an institution that
promotes injustice.”30
Feminists also had a significant role in the sexual revolution, which resulted in dramatic increases in the number of single-mother births and abortions. Feminists are hypersensitive to
any institutions or activities of society that seem to favor males.
One of the supposed disadvantages that the modern feminists
seized on was “the double standard” wherein males are freer to
engage in sex outside of marriage and suffer less stigma for doing
so. Rather than acknowledging that the differential impact of premarital sex on males and females might provide a rational basis
for protecting women with a “double standard,” the feminists denounced it as patently unfair. Further, in denouncing this double
standard as part of a paternalistic society that needed rectifying,
P. Lee and R. George, Conjugal Union: What is Marriage and Why Does it Matter
(Cambridge UP 2014).
27

28
S. de Beauvoir, The Second Sex (Vintage 1997); M. Wollstonecraft, A Vindication
of the Rights of Woman (Constable and Company Ltd 1996); B. Friedan, The Feminine
Mystique (Penguin 1963).
29
V. Munoz-Dardé, “Is the family to be abolished then?” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 99 (1999) 53; S. Jeffreys, “The Need to Abolish Marriage” Feminism &
Psychology 14 (2004) 330.
30
C. Cambers, Feminism, Liberalism, and Marriage. www.brown.edu/Research/.
Accessed 27 July 2016.
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feminists could have of course chosen one of two viable remedies: holding men to the higher standards imposed on women,
or demanding the same “right” to promiscuity as men. Obviously
they chose promiscuity. As a result sex outside of marriage increased dramatically throughout the 1970s and the 1980s. But
the increase was more dramatic among young women than young
men. For example, between 1954 and 1994 the percentage of females who engaged in premarital sex by the age of 20 increased
from 48% to 74%, and today the feminist request for equality in
promiscuity is realized since by age 19, 70% of women and 65% of
males have engaged in premarital sex. 31 Now that they have the
tolerance and even encouragement of society to engage in premarital sex, not all feminists are happy with the result. “…. many
young women having won the right to say yes, found they had lost
the right to say no.”32
Gender Confusion. The insistence of feminists on gender equality may have improved the condition of women in some areas of
modern life such as equal pay for equal work, but it has certainly eroded the idea of distinct roles for males and females which
was the basis for marriage. Even the concept of gender itself has
been obscured. The Bible clearly asserts that God made us male
and female and biology confirms this binary distinction, since every cell in our bodies contains one of two distinctive sex patterns
making us either male (XY) or female (XX). There is a very small
percentage of individuals who do not conform to the sexually dimorphic genotypes of either male or female, perhaps 0.0006 of the
population or 1/1,666 persons.33 This is far less than the rates for
autism (0.01) or for Downs Syndrome (0.005) or for cerebral palsy
(0.0015). Pointing out the infrequency of such genomic anomalies
should not be equated with minimizing the impact on the approximately 2,500 individuals who are born each year thus affected.
31
L. Finer, “Trends in Premarital Sex in the United States, 1954–2003” Public
Health Rep. 122 (2007) 73–78.
32
F. Cox and K. Demmitt, Human Intimacy: Marriage, the Family, and Its Meaning.
11th ed. (Cengage Learning 2013) 104.
33
M. Blackless et al, “How Sexually Dimorphic Are We? Review and Synthesis?”
American Journal of Human Biology 12 (2000) 151–66.
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Nonetheless it is clear that the overwhelming sexual dimorphism
of mankind is in keeping with the biblical account of creation and
consistent with the traditional binary assignment of gender. Moreover, the immense negative personal impact of confusing the overwhelming majority of individuals who are clearly male or female
and the immense social consequences of upsetting the longstanding traditions of different gender role assignments in society for
the sake of pretending that a very small number of individuals are
normal is unconscionable. Nonetheless, from the frivolousness of
allowing 58 different categories of gender on Facebook, to the nonsense of the effort to remove sex as an identifying mark from state
approved forms of identification, to the danger of allowing young
children to choose their sex through transgender procedures,
there is every indication that our postmodern society is willing to
blur even this fundamental truth about human nature.
Gender confusion has an enormous impact on marriages and
families, which have historically and scripturally been based on
this dimorphism. Even in so fundamental a matter as mate selection, binary gender assignment immediately cuts the confusingly
large number of marriageable options in half. But the significance
of clear gender roles goes far beyond mate selection. A lack of gender clarity has resulted in greater difficulty in men and women
meeting one another and understanding one another and to creating a successful pair bond in marriage. Human society has always and everywhere been based on a division of male and female
roles.34 But modern western societies have been engaged in a nearly 40-year social experiment in training boys and girls in the same
way for the same roles. Most of the attention has been on expanding female opportunities whereas males have been particularly neglected in this endeavor.35 It is little wonder then that very few men
are prepared to be husbands or even prepared to understand what
it means to be a man.
34
C. Travis and C. Offir, The Longest War: Sex Differences in Perspective (Thomson
Learning 1977).
35
C. Sommers, The War against Boys: How Misguided Feminism Is Harming our
Young Men (Simon & Schuster 2001).
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God’s roles for men and women, especially in marriage, are
distinct and clearly enunciated and require differential training
for their effective enactment. In Ephesians 5 and I Peter 3, women
are not designated as being inferior but as being equal in honor,
though weaker. Nonetheless, marriage is designed as a hierarchical relationship with women in submission to their husbands and
men loving and understanding their wives. This clear role division
provides insurance against exactly the kind of unhappiness and
stalemated relationships that develops so frequently in modern
marriages in a modern society that fails to understand or teach
these role relationships. For instance, in every other relationship
in life we provide a judge or arbiter to settle impasses. When two
co-workers disagree, the supervisor decides. When two neighbors
disagree, a judge decides. When two children disagree, the parent
decides. But who decides when two equal partners in a modern
partnership marriage disagree? There is no arbiter. Certainly not
in-laws, or neighbors or children. Thus too often these impasses
devolve into animosity and divorce. But God’s plan provides an
escape from the impasse: the husband decides. Of course women
will complain loudly that this is unfair and many men who have
not been trained for leadership and the bearing of responsibility
for others will as well. But God has provided a balance. Men are
to love their wives better than their own lives, being willing to die
for the wife, and certainly that translates into deciding in a selfless
way, in fact deciding what is best for the wife and not what is most
convenient for the husband or even best for him. But for this model to work boys and girls must be trained differently. Girls must
learn nurturance and patience and submissiveness. Boys must
learn self-sacrifice and leadership.
Homosexuality. The mere fact of homosexuality, especially given its low rates in the general population, cannot have any significant, long term impact on marriage and family in general. However political efforts to normalize homosexuality do have enormous
negative implications for traditional marriage. God created man
and woman for a conjugal relationship, or in biblical terminology, a one-flesh relationship (Gen 2.24). This conjugal relationship
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is the basis of childrearing and is the primary source of human
happiness and fulfillment. Even in an age in which traditional
marriage is being dismantled by cultural changes, political values,
and judicial edict, men and women as much as ever focus on pair
bonding for happiness. But with a lack of clarity as to what this
pair bond is, and confusion about how men and women are to relate to one another, and an atmosphere of tolerance and diversity
for every other form of relationship (no matter how bizarre), they
are ever less certain as to how to accomplish this.
Homosexuality is an ancient perversion. It was for this sin
that Sodom and Gomorrah were destroyed.36 Homosexuality was
certainly an institutionalized part of the Athenian way of life, although not in the form in which it is condoned in America today.
But it has never been a widespread practice in Judeo-Christian
cultures. Kinsey erroneously estimated that 10% of men were homosexual in America in the 1940s based on using non-generalizable samples of men in prison and in the military.37 However,
more systematic and accurate surveys (though results are variable
depending upon how the survey poses the question) place the rate
of homosexual behavior in the U.S. at no more than 6%.38
There is little doubt that the practice of homosexuality is unhealthy both physically and psychologically. Romans 1 indicates that
homosexual behavior results in personal consequences: “receiving
in their own persons the due penalty of their error” (Rom 1.27).
Promiscuity is a characteristic of homosexual activity much
more so than of heterosexual activity, with average number of
sex partners for homosexual men multiple times higher than that
of heterosexual men, including numerous occasions of sex with
strangers.39 The rampant promiscuity of the 1970s was moderated
36

Not inhospitality, as proponents of the practice have argued. See Jude 1.7.

J. Bass. “Kinsey and the 10 percent Homosexuality Myth.” kinseyconfidential.org/
kinsey-10-percent-homosexuality-myth. Accessed 26 July 2016.
37

38
R. Savin-William, “Who’s Gay? Does It Matter?” Current Directions in Psychological Science 15 (2006) 40–44.
39
A. Bell and M. Weinberg, Homosexualities: A Study of Diversity among Men and
Women (Simon and Schuster 1978) 314; P. Van de Ven et al, “A Comparative Demographic and Sexual Profile of Older Homosexually Active Men” Journal of Sex Research

FC Lectures 2017.indd 61

11/19/2016 9:25:51 AM

62



Thaxter Dickey

by the advent of AIDS, but promiscuity is still more characteristic of homosexuals than heterosexuals, and any increased number
of multiple sex partners is likely to produce much higher rates of
STDs. There are also higher rates of other physical diseases among
the homosexual population.40 The primary activity of male homosexuality, focused on anal penetration, is a source of a number of
diseases and pathologies not associated with heterosexuality.41
Little wonder then that epidemiological studies show a shorter
life span for homosexuals than for heterosexuals. Paul Cameron’s
study of obituaries in gay newspapers indicated that the life expectancy of homosexuals is 20 years less than heterosexuals.42 This is
the only epidemiological study that I know of, and it has serious
flaws. But the final conclusion of a significantly shortened life span
for homosexuals is undoubtedly true based on the medical and
psychological problems associated with homosexuality.
Psychopathologies associated with homosexuality are widely
recognized. Rates of depression and suicide are higher in homosexuals than in the heterosexual population.43 This is true even
in countries where homosexuality is much more widely accepted
than in the U.S.44 STDs are also found at a higher rate in the homosexual population than in the heterosexual population. Herrell and
his co-workers concluded that male homosexuals were five times
more likely to show suicide-related behavior or thoughts than
their heterosexual counterparts.45 Numerous studies converge on
34 (1997) 354.
The Health of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender People: Building a Foundation for Better Understanding. (Institute of Medicine, Washington, DC: National Academies Press 2011).
40

“Anal Sex Safety and Health Concerns, Sexual Health Center,” WebMD. www.
webmd.com/sex/anal-sex-health-concerns. Accessed 28 July 2016.
41

42
P. Cameron, W. Playfair, and S. Wellum, “The Longevity of Homosexuals: Before
and After the AIDS Epidemic” Omega Journal of Death and Dying 29 (1994) 249–272.
43
J. Semlyen et al, “Sexual Orientation and Symptoms of Common Mental Disorder
or Low Wellbeing: Combined Meta-analysis of 12 UK Population Health Surveys” BMC
Psychiatry 16 (2016) 1–9.
44
T. Sandfort et al, “Same-Sex Sexual Behavior and Psychiatric Disorders: Findings
From the Netherlands Mental Health Survey and Incidence Study (NEMESIS)” Arch
Gen Psychiatry 58 (2001) 85–91.
45

R. Herrell, et al, “Sexual Orientation and Suicidality A Co-twin Control Study in
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the same unhappy conclusion: homosexuals are at a substantially
higher risk for some forms of emotional problems, including suicide, major depression, and anxiety disorder.46
The principle argument for legitimizing homosexuality is that
sexual orientation is an innate and unvarying trait. The genetic
theory of homosexuality rests on a foundation of three seminal
studies in the 1990s, all of which have serious methodological
and interpretative problems. LeVay dissected the brains of 20 homosexual men and 16 heterosexual men and found, on average, a
slighter smaller area of the hypothalamus (INAH-3) in the homosexuals.47 This evidence was presumed to indicate that there were
biological differences between homosexual men and heterosexual men. However an alternative explanation for the differences in
the hypothalamus in LeVay’s study, and in all studies since, is that
homosexual behavior is the cause rather than the result of these
brain differences. It is now well-documented that brain physiology
changes based on the environment. One must also consider the
possibility that since his sample of homosexual men all died of
AIDS that disease might account for the observable differences in
brain physiology.
The second study is that of Bailey and Pillard48, who concluded there must be a genetic cause to homosexuality because they
found higher rates of homosexuality among identical than fraternal twins, and even less concordance among adopted siblings.
However there are too few sibling pairs of homosexual boys reared
separately to provide a test of the theory that homosexuality is
inherited and not learned. Their study did not provide even the
basic information about how long the twins were together and
when and how they were separated. Another problem with these
studies is the use of biased samples. Bailey admitted: “If, for example, a gay twin who sees an advertisement for a [twin] study may
Adult Men” JAMA Psychiatry 56 (1999).

134.

46

B. Bower, “Social factors may make gay men suicidal” Science News 156 (1999).

47

C. Ezzell, “Brain Feature Linked to Sexual Orientation” Science News 140 (1991)

48
J. Bailey and R. Pillard, “A Genetic Study of Male Sexual Orientation,” Archives of
General Psychiatry (1991) 1089–1095.
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be less likely to call if his twin is heterosexual, this would cause
a concordance-dependent bias.”49 A 2000 study by Bailey and his
colleagues, using volunteers recruited, not from the gay community but from the Australian Twin Registry, revealed that only 20%
and not 52% of identical twins share the same homosexual orientation.50 If homosexuality were a biological condition produced
inescapably by the genes (as is eye color), then if one identical twin
were homosexual, in 100% of the cases his brother would be too.
Genes may be responsible for an indirect influence on learning homosexuality through their effect on temperament and body morphology, but they do not determine either homosexual orientation
or homosexual behavior.
In the third study, Hamer examined a small section of the X
chromosome in the families of 40 gay men. He claimed that homosexuality is transmitted through the maternal side and is genetically linked to the X chromosome region known as Xq28.51 More
recent studies criticize his conclusion. If homosexuality is genetic
then he should have found a higher incidence of homosexuality
among brothers.52 And there is no independent evidence that the
Xq28 section has anything to do with sexual behavior.53
Numerous researchers are agreed that a single gene as the
cause of homosexuality is highly unlikely if not impossible. Baker
writes, “The same is true for all complex human behaviors. Each
is affected by multiple genes interacting with multiple environmental influences. For any given behavior, relevant genes and environmental factors number in the dozens, hundreds, or perhaps
thousands.”54 In 2006 Rutter wrote “Sexual preferences are not
49
J. Bailey and K. Dawood, “Behavioral genetics, sexual orientation, and the family”
in C. Patterson and A. D’Augelli, Lesbian, gay, and bisexual identities in families (Oxford UP 1998) 3–21.
50
K. Kirk et al, “Measurement Models for Sexual Orientation in a Community Twin
Sample” Behavior Genetics 30 (2000) 345.

D. Hamer et al, “A Linkage Between DNA Markers on the X Chromosome and
Male Sexual Orientation” Science 261 (1993) 321–27.
51

52

A. Clark, “Of Twinkies and Genetic Material” Lesbian News 29 (2003) 26.

G. Rice et al, “Male Homosexuality: Absence of Linkage to Microsatellite Markers
at Xq28,” Science 284 (1999) 665–67.
53

54
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determined by a single gene, but by a gene-environmental process involving possibly hundreds of genes acting through complex environmental factors.”55 Despite the power of genetics on
physiology, the biological hard wiring of complex psycho-social
behaviors is highly unlikely. There is no equivalent effort in any
other area of the behavioral sciences to propose that human behavior is governed by instinct or hard wired by genetics. To do
so would be to risk ridicule. Just try proposing that motherhood
is instinctual or that achievement is genetic and observe the opposition. One would have to be ignorant of current cultural fads
or steeped in doctrinaire attitudes not to notice the irony that
even as sexual orientation is described as an invariant, genetic
predisposition, gender is seen as so fluid and malleable that young
children should be allowed to choose their sex.
But with or without the warrant of genetics, the Bible condemns
the practice of homosexuality.56 Despite the cleverness of homosexual defenders in trying to explain them away, numerous passages make clear the biblical position. All that is left is to deny biblical authority, which poses grave threats to the underlying values
of America. But I am equally concerned about the damage the promotion of homosexuality may do to impressionable children. The
idea that homosexuality is fixed at birth and cannot be changed is
dangerous to the numerous boys who experience confusion about
their sexuality at an early age. Such confusion is not the result of
any innate homosexual tendencies but of the natural complexity of
human sex, especially to a young and immature mind. Confusion
about emerging sexual feelings is especially likely where adolescence is prolonged, gender relationships are complicated by feminist emphasis on the similarity of males and females, and promiscuity is approved. We ought not to suggest during this critical time
that the explanation for the confusion is that a child was born hoInteract Through Development to Shape Differences in Mood, Personality, and Intelligence (The American Association for the Advancement of Science and the Hastings
Center 2004) 17. www.aaas.org/sites/default/files/Intro.pdf. Accessed 24 July 2016.
55
M. Rutter, Genes and Behavior Nature-Nurture Interplay Explained (Blackwell
2006).
56

See Lev 18.22; 20.13; Rom 1.26–27; 1 Cor 6.9–10; 1 Tim 1.9–11; Jude 1.7.
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mosexual. Instead children should be taught that human sexuality
is complex and confusing and that time and thoughtfulness and a
biblical perspective will in most cases clarify the issue for them.
Further they should not be taught that promiscuity is valuable and
that chastity is repressive and dangerous. Instead they should be
taught that self-restraint and patience is valuable in this area as
in all areas of human life. Moreover, homosexuality, portrayed
to young minds as a perfectly natural, alternative sexuality, is by
its very nature pornographic. And pornography of all kinds but
especially of that kind powerfully impacts impressionable young
minds and confuses young people’s developing sexuality.
Nonetheless, the homosexual community and its supporter’s
continually pound into young people’s minds that homosexuality
is natural and normal, and young people who are confused about
their sexuality should just admit that was how they were born, and
all of this without any warnings about the sexually-transmitted
diseases from syphilis to gonorrhea, to HPV, to HIV, and herpes
that are associated with homosexual behaviors. Why do we so diligently teach children not to smoke, not to get drunk, not to use
drugs, not to eat trans-fat or McDonald’s, but when it comes to
homosexuality or other forms of dangerous sexually promiscuous
behavior there are no warnings nor concerted efforts to promote
morality or self-disciplined behavior?
The rapid acceptance of homosexuality in our society has
amazed cultural observers. In a mere 30 years we have moved
from a Supreme Court that upheld the constitutionality of anti-sodomy laws in Bowers v. Hardwick in 1986 to a Supreme Court
that created the fundamental right of homosexual couples to
marry in Obergefell v. Hodges in 2015. Many see that change as a
simple matter of fairness and presume that it will even be positive
for the future of marriage and family. But it is much more likely
that it represents a serious blow against the traditional family.
The court’s decision to equate homosexual unions with marriage
could not have been reached without a redefinition of marriage.
Traditionally, marriage in America has been as God defined it at
creation: a conjugal union, a merging of two persons, body and
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soul, that finds its natural completion and highest fulfillment in
procreation and is best suited for the rearing of children. So the
legal identification of homosexual relationships with marriage
was only possible after a societal redefinition of marriage had already taken place. The concept of marriage as a conjugal union
possible only between a man and a woman and intended to be a
permanent arrangement that survives personal feelings and the
vagaries of life had already been weakened by supposing that it
is only a matter of personal love between two people and that it
should survive only as long as their love survives. Promiscuity,
out of marriage births, divorce, alternative living arrangements,
feminist antagonism and cutesy wedding vows were all indicators
of a changing view of marriage that allowed the Supreme Court to
reason to a previously unreasonable conclusion. Lee and George
powerfully point out that sex acts are so different from any other
acts that people promise only to have sex with their husband or
their wife, that sexual acts have a profundity that no other behaviors have, and that despite feminist posturing, no reassurance
can free the young college woman from feeling the pain and humiliation of being used and abandoned when the supposedly free
and fun casual sexual liaison has ended.57 Once these sex acts
were contained in an appropriate vessel of conjugal marriage, but
now marriage has been redefined as “basically an emotional tie
that can be shaped in different ways by choice.”58 This redefinition
reached its nadir in the Supreme Court’s decision. By legally redefining marriage in order to include homosexual unions, the court
confused the fundamental nature and purposes of marriage and
further eroded the confidence of an already skeptical public. Justice Kennedy points out that the official position of the Court is
that any distinction between same sex and heterosexual couples
is irrelevant to the definition of marriage. 59 If so, what the Court
and thus the law of the land considers marriage is not what the
57
P. Lee and R. George, Conjugal Union: What Marriage Is and Why It Matters
(Cambridge UP 2014) 1–13.
58

Ibid. 5.

59

Ibid. 139.
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Bible identifies as the one flesh relationship. America is a house
divided over the very definition of marriage.
Healing a Divided House
American families are certainly a house divided. But even
though statistics and current cultural values portend badly for
marriage and family in America we must resist the urge that led
the Sociologists of the past to predict the demise of the American
family. Both the Word and the world teach us that marriage and
family are essential to human happiness. The only healing for our
divided house is a return to the simple, clear, and effective rules
for family ordained so long ago by God. When we teach this, the
world will surely call us simple minded fundamentalists; but the
only hope for our families, the only hope for reuniting the divided
house in America, is the Word of God. Healing fractured homes
and fractured institutions and a fractured nation requires an acknowledgement of the fundamental facts of creation and a return
to God’s plan for the family. God created us and understands our
nature and what will fulfill that nature, and He gave us marriage
between one man and one woman, for life. And if He chooses to
do so, He blesses that one flesh union with children who are best
cared for in an intact two-parent family that raises them “in the
nurture and admonition of the Lord” (Eph 6.4 KJV).
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“Love Seeks Not Its Own”
The Problem of Elevating Emotions
Over the Will
Nathan Fritz
We are all aware that our nation is under an assault of a redefinition
of love, marriage and family. I am not saying an assault on these
things is new, but the degree and openness to which they have
come under assault in our nation is new and, to be up-front, the
seeming quickness with which their redefinition has taken place
has left many an elder, preacher and teacher off guard, ill-studied
and ill-equipped to help those taken captive by it.
I have been assigned 1 Corinthians 13.1–13. Where the previous lesson centers on the state of marriage and family today, the
focus of this lesson comes from the section of text seen in 1 Corinthians 13.5, “Love seeks not her own.”
The Word “Love” In 1 Corinthians 13
1 Corinthians 13.1–8 reads,
Though I speak with the tongues of men and of angels, but have
not love, I have become sounding brass or a clanging cymbal. And
though I have the gift of prophecy, and understand all mysteries and
all knowledge, and though I have all faith, so that I could remove
mountains, but have not love, I am nothing. And though I bestow all
my goods to feed the poor, and though I give my body to be burned,
but have not love, it profits me nothing. Love suffers long and is kind;
love does not envy; love does not parade itself, is not puffed up; does
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not behave rudely, does not seek its own, is not provoked, thinks no
evil; does not rejoice in iniquity, but rejoices in the truth; bears all
things, believes all things, hopes all things, endures all things. Love
never fails. (NKJV)

It is important to consider the word “love” in the context of this
passage. It is the same original word as used regarding God’s love
for us in places like John 3.16, “God so loved the world, that He
gave His only Son, that whoever believes in Him should not perish
but have eternal life” (ESV); Romans 5.8, “God shows His love for
us in that while we were still sinners, Christ died for us” (ESV); and
John 15.13, “Greater love has no one than this, that someone lays
down his life for his friends” (ESV). This love is a sacrificial love
(agape). It does not work off of pride, vain glory or self-service, but
rather that which better serves another.
The Pursuit of Feeling Good
The world has a different perspective of love: love is the desired
result of the pursuit of happiness, pleasure, or “feeling good.” The
pursuit of these is no new thing. Who does not want to feel good
or be happy? In fact this may be a familiar phrase to you: “We hold
these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that
they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights,
that among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.”1
The consideration for one’s feelings (or happiness) is age-old and
predates, by far, the United States Declaration of Independence.
Rather than thinking in terms of living virtuously, many come to associate happiness more with the avoidance of pain and pursuit of
pleasure. Hedonism is a school of thought which argues that “pleasure or happiness is the most important goal in life.”2 Even Solomon
wrote of filling oneself with pleasure in order to have good feelings
and temporal joy. His discourse in Ecclesiastes ends in utter failure,
except for the fact that he concludes “Fear God and keep His commandments, for this is the whole [duty] of man” (Eccl 12.13 ESV).
1 U.S. Declaration of Independence (1776).
2 “Hedonism.” Merriam-Webster’s Learner’s Dictionary. www.learnersdictionary.
com.
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Here are questions for us to consider: Does happiness (or feeling good) come from a pursuit of it, or does it come as a byproduct
of the pursuit of virtuous living? Is happiness or “better feelings”
attained by one’s choice of sensory pleasures (such as sensuality,
or something as simple as the wind blowing through one’s hair), or
exercise, or personal gratification (such as the pursuit of economic
gain)? Or are good feelings realized in a person’s life by one’s choice
of output toward God and others?
Of course Jesus has quite a bit to say about this in His Sermon
on the Mount (Matt 5–7). In fact, only a brief look reminds us that
the things which affect our feelings of happiness are inward attitudes and the output of proper virtues: being the light for those
who are lost (5.13–14), how one controls anger (5.21–26), how one
controls lust (5.27–29), honoring one’s marriage (5.31–32), keeping one’s word (5.33–37), how one goes an extra mile for others
(5.38–42), how one shows love, even to an enemy (5.43–48), just to
name a few. Feelings and happiness are to be a part of who we are.
It seems God not only characterizes Himself with feelings in scripture,3 but created us not only to want to feel good, but to pursue
happiness.4 However the question remains: how are happiness and
good feelings attained and properly directed? It seems odd that
the things that make us “feel” good or the things that make us feel
like a failure: the size of our salary, the size of a house, being a star
athlete, etc. Paul’s well-known description of love shows just how
mixed-up our affections and feelings can be without proper direction from God’s word. If we are to live with the feelings of true
happiness and joy, while showing God’s love to those around us, it
must be done with God’s wisdom as seen from Paul’s exposition in
1 Corinthians 13.1–8.
3 God has compassion. In reference to Lot, Genesis 19.16 tells us: “for the compassion (mercy, ESV) of the Lord was upon him; and they brought him out, and put
him outside the city” (NASB). God grieves. According to Genesis 6.6, “the Lord was
sorry that he had made man on the earth, and it grieved Him to His heart” (ESV). God
rejoices: “as the bridegroom rejoices over the bride, so shall your God rejoice over you”
(Isa 62.5 ESV).
4 Genesis 1.26 tells us God said, “Let us make man in our image, after our likeness”
(ESV). It is not that God has such attributes because we do, but conversely, we have such
attributes because we are made in His likeness and image.
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Contrast this passage with much of our culture, which has become hedonistic—obsessed with feelings—and believes itself entitled to experience any good feeling which can be enjoyed. This
preoccupation has led to a generation of people who do not exactly
know how to cope with conflict, unpleasantries of life, and unenjoyable decision-making situations. Their pursuit of uninhibited
feelings of pleasure has wrecked any hope of true internal joy. But
this pursuit has also led to a redefinition of love and, thereby (as
we are all aware), a redefinition of what constitutes the building
blocks of a society: sexuality, marriage, even interaction with one’s
neighbor and one’s Creator.
God Expects Love
It is easy to see from 1 Corinthians 13.1–8 that love not only is
fundamentally necessary (in the fact that it is mentioned here and
over 500 other places in the Bible), but love does and does not do a
lot of things. In fact, we can count fifteen descriptors of love in this
text. Seven are presented in the positive, while nine descriptors are
given in the negative (“love does not do this, love does not do that”).
What Real Love Does

What Real Love Does Not Do

Love suffers long
Love is kind
Love does not envy
Love does not parade itself
Love is not puffed up
Love does not behave rudely
Love does not seek its own
Love is not provoked
Love does not think evil
Love does not rejoice in iniquity
Love rejoices in truth
Love bears all things
Love believes all things
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Love hopes all things
Love endures all things
Love never fails
The Essential Nature of Love
Further, we can quickly see two fundamental principles from
this passage of great importance. First, as the apostle says, one may
have many great gifts, yet there are none who rise to be perfectly
mature in the gifts listed. Can you imagine owning the complete
gift of prophecy? Or understanding not some, but all mysteries?
Or owning all knowledge? Or having all faith so that you could say
to a mountain “be taken up and thrown into the sea, and it would
be done” (Mark 11.23)?
Paul admits even they were able to do such things only “in part”
(1 Cor 13.9, 12). Yet if we did have such gifts, abilities, and strengths,
without love God would consider us (in all our deity-like eloquence,
powerful words, limitless wisdom, and unlimited knowledge) as
only a sounding brass, or clanging cymbal. Without love, we are
just a crass, harsh, annoying noise, as a cymbal without the accompaniment of the orchestra. Have you considered the irony of having
great wisdom and knowledge, but the outcome is unpleasant noise
that no one cares to hear, and which benefits no one? The apostle
speaks with extreme judgment when he says that I might have many
great abilities and gifts but without love: “I am nothing.”
Do we know what nothing is? It is the zero amount of anything,
the altogether absence of something. Do not miss this point. It
does not matter who we are, what abilities we might have, where
we come from, what our Christian pedigree might be, if we are a
preacher, teacher, elder, or deacon among God’s people, Paul says
not a single good thing can come from you and me without the
presence of love first. Love is expected in us and from us, by God.
Where the Corinthian brethren were impatient and hurtful,
love is longsuffering and kind. Where they were wickedly jealous,
boastful and arrogant, love is joyful for others, self-effacing and
humble. Where they were rude, selfish and irritable, love is courte-
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ous, unselfish and emotionally in control, Where they were CPA’s
of wrongs they suffer, love dismisses injuries from the mind. Where
they smiled at wickedness and are resentful when chastened, love
is delighted with truth and hurt at wickedness. Where they openly
scorned another’s weakness, love covers it. Where they were suspicious, disgruntled and quick to flare up, love trusts, and continues
to optimistically look forward and bears with …what comes it way.
Life’s pursuit must not end in gift-seeking.5
There may be many in God’s kingdom today who feel they possess great skill, insight and knowledge, and that their faith is great,
but they treat God’s people with contempt and derision, biting and
devouring one another (Gal 5.15). They lack proper love, and in
their pride and self-seeking ambitions, they will always fail to truly
be somebody for God and others. God says we cannot fail in proper love and have anything worth something.
Love Should Make Us Different
You might notice this kind of love is rare, so that when people examine us they see something very different from the world,
something different from what we spoke about at the start of our
lesson. Love should be a hallmark of every Christian, and yet Paul
admitted such is not the case: “But I trust in the Lord Jesus to send
Timothy to you shortly, that I also may be encouraged when I
know your state. For I have no one like-minded, who will sincerely
(i.e. genuinely) care (i.e. to take thought) for your state. (Why Paul?)
For all seek their own, not the things which are of Christ Jesus”
(Phil 2.19–22, NKJV). Paul writes to these brethren and says he
could not find someone (other than Timothy) who sincerely loved
the Philippians. Instead they “sought their own interests” and not
that of Christ Jesus. This passage causes any thinking person to
stop and reconsider the kind of love God expects His person to
diligently cultivate.
“Jesus said to His disciples, “If anyone desires to come after Me,
let him deny himself, and take up his cross, and follow Me. For
5
J. McGuiggan, The Book of First Corinthians. Looking Into The Bible Series (International Biblical Resources 1984) 206.
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whoever desires to save his life will lose it, but whoever loses his
life for My sake will find it” (Matt 16.24–25, NKJV). Jesus’ statement speaks to our text of 1 Corinthians 13.5, “Love seeks not its
own.” This “different” kind of person is indeed rare, because this
person refuses to put self first. In simpler terms, the Lord points
out that selfishness can easily permeate our lives when He says
through Paul, “love does not seek its own.” In all practical terms,
He is talking about the feeling of selfishness. The extreme of that is
one who is obsessed with experiencing any good feeling which can
be enjoyed regardless of what God says on the matter.
Problems with “Modern” Love
The fact of the matter is that most people never really rise
above these feelings of selfishness/self-centeredness. In fact, it
might rightly be said that in our day some are almost completely
preoccupied with their feelings of self-centeredness. Some may
adjust how they appear to others, but that basic love for self is
anchored deep within our hearts. It shows up at work, as one
“seeks their own” and steps on someone else to get that raise in
pay or promotion. It shows up at home, when spouses are willing
to quarrel and bicker about who is or is not giving more. Seeking our own shows up in the church, when someone takes my
seat (how dare anyone do that!). Or more seriously, as the level
of devil-driven competition and self-recognition ignites between
local churches, or even brethren within a local congregation. It
shows up when you see that brother or sister who needs a word of
encouragement, but you just don’t feel like doing that. And “seeking one’s own” shows up in a nation which prides itself on “gay
pride” or being “pro-choice.” Are these matters about others or
self? Does God have an opinion on these matters? It is undeniable
that such attitudes are purely rooted in feelings of selfishness/
self-centeredness (Rom 1.28).
Misplaced Priorities: Abortion
Since 1973 our nation has allowed, and in many instances
praised, the right to kill more babies each year than the casualties
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of all of our wars put together: 53 million since 1973, 1.06 million
in 2015 alone.6 In whose mind can that even make sense? A woman
who should have an inherent sense of love for the life that grows in
her womb feels it inhibiting to her own lifestyle and future plans,
so she takes the despicable option of “pro-choice.” May I ask an
elementary question: who exactly does this “choice” favor? The innocent child’s right to live or the sinful mother’s choice to murder?
You see, the liberal “enlightened” mind is unwilling to uphold the
concept of abstaining from sexual relations if a baby is not wanted.
On the contrary, unleashing one’s feelings of desire and pleasure
are the “right” of everyone, married or not, for the good of family
or not, for the good of society or not. None of that matters. Only
the fulfillment of one’s desire matters, so if something like a baby
stands in the way, just kill him/her. Some balk at the worship of
false gods that required sacrifice of children, however abortion is
truly no different. Babies are being sacrificed every day on the altar
of selfishness, pursuit of pleasure and “seeking one’s own.”
Misplaced Priorities: LBGTQ
Additionally, we are living in a time when those in power apparently have no idea what it means to have a love that does not seek
its own. In a message posted by the White House, “In a 5–4 decision in Obergefell v. Hodges, the Supreme Court took a huge step
forward in our progress toward a more perfect union. Today, gay
and lesbian couples won their right to marry. Today, love wins.”7
I suppose it could be a romantic thought: two people kept apart
by opposing forces now come together in a happy, bliss-filled relationship. However, the LGBTQ8 community has not adequately
considered the ramifications of nature itself.
6 Jones, R. and J. Jerman, “Abortion Incidence and Service Availability in the United
States, 2011” Perspectives on Sexual and Reproductive Health 46 (2014) 46.
7 Tanya Somanader, “The Supreme Court Rules that Gay and Lesbian Couples Can
Marry.” June 26, 2015, www.whitehouse.gov.
8 LGBTQ is an acronym that stands for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans and Queer. On
the term “queer,” according to Fred Sainz, a spokesman for the Human Rights Campaign
(an organization that lobbies for LGBT rights), “Queer is anything that exists outside of
the dominant narrative.” It can also mean one who is questioning. L. Grisham, “What
does the Q in LGBTQ stand for?” USA Today July 22, 2016.
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For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness
and unrighteousness of men, who by their unrighteousness suppress
the truth. For what can be known about God is plain to them, because God has shown it to them. For his invisible attributes, namely,
his eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly perceived, ever
since the creation of the world, in the things that have been made. So
they are without excuse. For although they knew God, they did not
honor him as God or give thanks to him, but they became futile in
their thinking, and their foolish hearts were darkened. Claiming to
be wise, they became fools, and exchanged the glory of the immortal God for images resembling mortal man and birds and animals
and reptiles. Therefore God gave them up in the lusts of their hearts
to impurity, to the dishonoring of their bodies among themselves,
…. For this reason God gave them up to dishonorable passions. For
their women exchanged natural relations for those that are contrary
to nature; and the men likewise gave up natural relations with women and were consumed with passion for one another, men committing shameless acts with men and receiving in themselves the due
penalty for their error. And since they did not see fit to acknowledge
God, God gave them up to a debased mind to do what ought not to
be done. …Though they know God’s decree that those who practice
such things deserve to die, they not only do them but give approval to
those who practice them. (Rom 1.18–32, ESV)

The LGBTQ community and those who support them have
made a serious mistake: they have defined what is good and acceptable without proper external validation from God or nature, but
purely on self-validation (i.e. their own feelings and desires), while
void of truth and godly direction on the matter. When it comes to
these and other Biblical issues, self-centeredness has become a staple in our society, and we see it everywhere we turn. It is what has
made Facebook what it is today. When something brings profit or
pleasure, our society is inclined to call evil good (Isa 5.20), even
though they know it is dead wrong. “But it’s what I want” or “It’s
good for me, it makes me feel good/happy” are the defenses we have
manufactured to justify evil and call it good. The LGBTQ community is unwilling to consider the effect and consequences on family,
one’s relationship to God the Creator, and on a society. What one
wants is not determined by who one should be. As Christians, if
we are not already, rather than avoiding or running from these lost
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souls, we must be lovingly reaching out to them, teaching them that
God is the source of true happiness, joy and good.
Freedom to live and love is framed by God and what He says, not
the other way around. The world feels freedom comes from unleashing feelings (any kind of desire and lust) but true enlightenment is to
see that freedom is bearing the image of a loving God and His Son
(Who are seen in 1 Cor 13), not self-centered choices. Self-centeredness is true in the case where two heterosexual people choose to
cohabitate instead of marry, or “I choose to divorce my wife because
I think some other person might make me happier.” True freedom
is to give God my heart, including my emotions, bringing my whole
being into submission to God’s divine will (1 Cor 9.27; 2 Cor 10.5).
Paul expounds on this in Galatians 5.13–14, “For you were called to
freedom, brothers. Only do not use your freedom as an opportunity
for the flesh, but through love serve one another.”
Happiness and Love
God created the heart—all aspects of it. He created agape (unconditional love), philia (brotherly love), storge (family love), He
even created eros, which is a romantic love, a carnal “better felt
than told” kind of love. He created attraction, romance, and all the
wonderful feelings that lead to marriage and an undefiled marriage
bed. Each of these is a blessing from God to be used to His glory.
However, like most other blessings from God, the blessing of love
can be misused and misdirected. Our love and affection can be
misplaced, and we can have feelings for something (or someone)
which are not proper. We can have our “love priorities” confused.
But is not God a loving God? And does He not want me to find and
feel love and be happy?
Judas felt love and affection. His feelings were validated by his
selfish love of money, rather than a love for the things of God. And
so while “seeking his own,” selfishness prompted him to do a very
bad thing for a very little sum of silver. But consider: just because
Judas loved money, did it give him the right to do what he felt would
bring himself some happiness? (Luke 22.1–6; Matt 26.14–16; Mark
14.9). Where did Judas go wrong? It was when he began to make
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plans with only himself in mind. To say it another way: Just because
Judas loved money did not give him the right to love the Lord less,
or put his own will in front of God’s will. He could not love God
and himself equally (Matt 6.24).
Unnoticed Preoccupation with "Self"
The kind of love that “seeks its own” and is preoccupied with
one’s own feelings on any given matter, has become so prevalent we
may not even notice it. “I may not even consider anyone else… but
it’s my Saturday. I want to do these certain things. I have planned to
watch this ball game with this Coke and these snacks in my hand. I
love this, and I have got it all planned out. It does not matter if my
wife has other plans for us. It does not matter if my children need
me. I need some me time. ” Will you do something with me? Stop.
Let us ask a simple question: who is the object of affection in this
not-so far-fetched scenario?
What about these: “I’m tired. I just do not feel like going to
church today, even though it would be an encouragement to others. Even though the Lord commands me to worship on the first
day of the week with the saints (Heb 10.25). I am going to do what I
want for once. ” (Who is the object of love?) Or “I know this person
is married… I know she is off limits and that God says not to covet
another man’s wife, but it just feels good.”
In 1972 the originally-released song featuring Luther Ingram
says, “If loving you is wrong, I don’t want to be right.”9 In this
song, the singer asks the questions, “Am I wrong to fall so deeply
in love with you, knowing I got a wife and two little children depending on me too? And am I wrong to hunger for the gentleness
of your touch, knowing I got somebody else at home who needs
me just as much?” The answer is: yes, you are wrong. Why? Because you are only thinking of yourself. Who is the object of love
(or lust, as the case may be) in this scenario? It is not the other
person. It is just one’s own self, and it certainly is not God. “I
know God hates divorce (Mal 2.15), but I’m just not happy being
married anymore.” “I know God’s word condemns homosexual9 Remade by Millie Jackson, 1974; Rod Stewart, 1977; and Leann Rimes, 2006.
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ity or lesbianism (Rom 1.26–27), but I have this desire I want to
fulfill.” “Do you know what I can do with so much money?” (Can’t
you see Judas feeling the same way?) The objects of affection may
differ, but the conclusion is the same: “I matter, and only I matter.
I will seek my own.”
Those of us who preach and teach must also be careful in
not hypocritically becoming what we criticize. We also can be
self-seeking. Some examples are: elders who bully God’s sheep to
have their own way, preachers who are filled with self-gratifying
pride, motivated by the prospect having a following, or the teacher who loves to keep brethren stirred up by introducing the latest
brotherhood issue. Love which seeks its own will inherently be
preoccupied with self, justifying self, and having one’s own way.
We need to know that it is a perversion to say God created a love
that is contrary to Himself and contrary to His spoken or natural laws. This is when the good, natural, God-given feeling which
should come out of a God-validated love, becomes corrupted, selfishly motivated to fulfill an improper and selfish desire or end.
Self Love
Self-love is the word of our day. Self-centered love will envy, it
will parade itself, it will be painfully puffed up, it will behave rudely,
it will seek its own interests alone, it will easily be provoked and
think evil, it will rejoice in inequity and reject truth, it will not bear
the responsibilities that real love for others demands, and it will
not endure hardship (1 Cor 13.4–6).
Biblical love does not demand its own rights. Biblical love is
a servant. It gives. Love does not seek out my own time, my own
money, my own comforts. However, our world is filled with a preoccupation and overestimation of the importance of self and one’s
own happiness, alleviating anything (or refusing to acknowledge
anything) that will impede personal joy or personal satisfaction.
Desire for the moment is paramount, even if it is against God’s
word and something that will surely result in self-destruction and
harm to self and others. If we are not careful, Christians can seek
our own desires, and our own plans, based upon how it makes us
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feel, and what will make us happy, rather than what will exalt God
and give Him glory in the life of His child.
A Lack of Love for Others
The sin of a love which seeks its own is also manifest in those
who have stopped caring about others. The text of 1 Corinthians 10
gets to the heart of Christian love. As you may be aware, the subject
in this text is Christian liberty. Verse 23 says, “All things are lawful,
but not all things are helpful. All things are lawful, but not all things
build up.” The apostle makes clear that he is not talking about things
that are sinful, but rather items which fall into Christian liberty. Of
particular notice is verse 24, “Let no one seek his own good, but the
good of his neighbor.” The text ends by saying in verses 31–33, “So,
whether you eat or drink, or whatever you do, do all to the glory of
God. Give no offense to Jews or to Greeks or to the church of God,
just as I try to please everyone in everything I do, not seeking my
own advantage, but that of many, that they may be saved” (ESV).
As I live my life, love dictates that I care about others and their
salvation. And Paul is saying even the things we are permitted by
God to do, we must be careful in doing (and show proper love in
those things), so as to not hurt others for whom we should be caring. Why? Because godly love seeks not its own. As a servant of
God, I am to live my life not based just upon what I want but also
what others need. That means I am not able to post what I feel like
on Facebook, if I know it’s going to hurt someone (even if “somebody has to say it”), or act on an attraction to a person to which I
have no right. It matters if I condemn myself and their soul before
God. Nor may I say, “I’m just not into this marriage anymore. I’m
getting a divorce, and I don’t care who it hurts.”
A person who has trained love to seek its own does not care
about others, or how he/she affects them. As stated earlier, self and
self-love are paramount without God.
What Can I Do?
If we are not thoughtful, this horrifying misdirection of “love”
can easily become part of our lives. Are you a shepherd, deacon,
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or faithful saint among God’s people? Are you a husband? A wife?
Are you a parent? A child? Are you single and looking? A so-called
“love” which is “seeking its own” can affect each and every one
of us and our relationships. We cannot afford to think in worldly
terms, but our feelings, desires, and our actions must be brought
under submission to the Almighty Who created us, knows us and
loves us. And we must teach this (1Tim 4.11).
Jesus is not only the example but the proof of what it means for
love to “not seek its own.” He is God’s demonstration of unselfish
love. In Philippians 2.4, Paul said “Let each of you look not only to
his own interests, but also to the interests of others. Have this mind
among yourselves, which is yours in Christ Jesus, Who, though He
was in the form of God, did not count equality with God a thing
to be grasped, but made Himself nothing, taking the form of a servant, being born in the likeness of men. And being found in human
form, He humbled himself by becoming obedient to the point of
death, even death on a cross” (ESV). Romans 15.2 reminds us, “Let
each of us please his neighbor for his good, to build him up. For
Christ did not please Himself, but as it is written, ‘The reproaches of those who reproached You fell on Me’”(ESV). Jesus stepped
down from heaven. He lowered Himself for our needs, stretched
out His arms, and died in our place that we might live. He was
looking out for the interests of others. Jesus is the ultimate example
of the opposite of a love which seeks its own.
We live in a society driven by a “redefinition” of biblical love,
a definition based on lust, self-centered motives, and selfish, even
devilish, desires. We are among a nation which has grown more
and more hedonistic. And while many in our nation strive against
God’s plan for selfless love in both marriage and family by “redefining” love, we must seek to honor God, and reach out to those
who do not honor God. We must display and teach them a love
they have never known. In the end, it comes down to this: either
we are seeking our own way and our own wants, or we are seeking
God’s ways.
The sin of self-seeking love begins in the heart and it ends in
what is grievous, but it can be fixed by turning to God and letting
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Him lead us in the “everlasting way.” David says in Psalm 139.23–
24, “Search me, O God, and know my heart! Try me and know my
thoughts! And see if there be any grievous way in me, and lead me
in the way everlasting” (ESV). Just as it has always been, one must
want to do right, and that begins with God.
“In a 5–4 decision in Obergefell v. Hodges, the Supreme Court
took a huge step forward in our progress toward a more perfect
union. Today, gay and lesbian couples won their right to marry.
Today, love wins.”10 Love did not win, because love is not about
my rights but it is about hearing what God says is right. Love does
not grow out of my feelings or one’s sense of what brings personal
pleasure or self-satisfaction, but love grows out of the selflessness
seen from 1 Corinthians 13.
So what is the answer? We began by making the statement,
“love which seeks its own” starts in the heart. May God bless us to
love our neighbors unselfishly, love those in our home unselfishly,
and love our brethren unselfishly.
How do we reverse this mess that man has created, this “redefinition” of love? The same way those of the past have: one soul at
a time, by getting busy and teaching that God wants our hearts. It
may be that too many churches are teaching (a checklist of ) the
proper commands of God, but if there is one thing we should know
about Christian living and faithfulness, it is that commands are
only half of the equation. In fact, commands mean little without a
heart that loves God and loves others.
The only way to keep ourselves pure is to be intentional in our
efforts. We must intentionally teach the way God did through
Moses. “Love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all
your soul and with all your strength. These commandments that I
give you today are to be upon your hearts. Impress them on your
children. Talk about them when you sit at home and when you
walk along the road, when you lie down and when you get up. Tie
them as symbols on your hands and bind them on your foreheads.
Write them on the doorframes of your houses and on your gates”
(Deut 6.5–9 ESV). We start in our own heart, then we move to our
10

See footnote 7.
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children’s hearts. Help them see the godlessness of always putting
themselves as the center of the universe. The way to reverse the
darkness in the world is to let our light shine. When we are told
by the world to sit down and shut up, we boldly stand and speak.
When we are ridiculed and mocked for taking such a “strange”
stance on love, home, family and heterosexuality (rather than the
worldly perversions of these things), we equip ourselves to speak
the truth in love. Too many for too long have sat quietly in their
churches. We need to speak out God’s message. It is not enough for
God’s love to stay with us, inside our homes and churches, it must
go out in order to be effective. Who can change the world? Our
God can, one heart at a time, just like yours and mine. May God
bless us in being part of that noble effort. May He be exalted in all
the earth, and may all that we, His humble servants, do “be done in
love” (1 Cor 16.14).
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“Contrary to Nature”
Today’s Preoccupation with the Physical
Kenneth L. (Tack) Chumbley
Outwardly, no one was more handsome, suave, or engaging, but
his façade hid a terrible secret. Having sold himself to the devil
for a pretty face, he had plunged into a life of debauchery, disintegration, and, criminality; there was no vice of which he was not
capable. Now and then, a trace of guilt would try to insinuate itself into his conscience, but he had become skilled in quieting his
nerves and could resort, if all else failed, to the oblivion of opium.
He sought forgetfulness, not forgiveness.
But there was one thing from which Dorian Gray could not escape, and that was the picture, a portrait of himself, once a masterpiece, that now hung behind thick curtains in a locked room.
When painted, it captured his beauty and innocence, but as Gray
descended into the darkness, the image changed. With each transgression, it changed until it finally twisted into something hideous
and foul. When he looked at it, Gray was horrified, not just by what
he saw, but by what he knew; namely, that the specter staring back
at him was his soul.
Alarmed by the possibility of exposure, Gray decided, in a fit of
fear and disgust, to destroy the painting, “the monstrous soul-life;
[for] without its hideous warnings, he would be at peace.” Seizing
a knife, he stabbed at the canvas. “There was a cry heard, and a
crash. The cry was horrible in its agony.” When the servants entered the room, “Lying on the floor was a dead man, in evening
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dress, with a knife in his heart. He was withered, wrinkled, and
loathsome of visage. It was not till they had examined the rings
that they recognised who it was.”1
The Picture of Dorian Gray by Oscar Wilde is a troubling story,
not because of its fantasy, but because of its reality. Say what you
will about Wilde, somewhere within him he understood that a turn
from God was a turn toward disintegration as a human being.2
The traditional family is on the endangered species list precisely
because of a societal turn from God. The toll on the family by our
anti-Christian culture is so acute that it is not easy to find words
to adequately describe the cultural catastrophe now in progress.
And because the fundamental failure is spiritual, people lack the
inner resources to survive. As Trueblood understood, when “you
allow the spiritual basis of a civilization to perish, you first change,
and finally destroy it.”3 Having grown up in the 1960s, and having
lived into the twenty-first century, and having seen seismic social
changes along the way, Peter’s warning that “the end of all things
is at hand” (1 Pet 4.7)—that life as we have known it is ending—
seems relevant.
Despite our Dorian Gray sophistication, here is what you find
when you scratch beneath the surface. Violent crime, teen suicide,
drug abuse, spousal abuse, and child abuse continue to skyrocket.
Teen parents toss their newborns into dumpsters. Junior high students lie in ambush to kill their teachers and other students, and
increasingly, adolescents are connected to nothing but needles
and gangs. To talk of family rather than families is to run the risk
of being charged with a hate crime. Family, implying the husband/
wife/child nuclear unit, is too restrictive and judgmental, whereas
families is pliable enough to include any sort of cohabitational arrangement. Great Society welfare programs continue to bludgeon
marriage and the home by eroding responsibility, while subsidiz1 O. Wilde, The Picture of Dorian Gray, in Complete Works of Oscar Wilde (Collins
2003) 159.
2 Chesterton said of Wilde that “He was so fond of being many-sided that among
his sides he even admitted the right side.” A Handful of Authors (Sheed and Ward 1953)
146.
3 E. Trueblood, The Predicament of Modern Man (Harper & Brothers 1944) 19.
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ing irresponsibility. Around one million lives are aborted yearly.
Everyday crime is on a scale never experienced in this country.
The liberalization of divorce has rendered the concept of marriage legally meaningless. Transgenderism, same-sex marriage,
pedophilia, etc. have been popularized and promoted to where socalled “straights” are thought to be the ones with the problem. I
could go on, but instead I will let Charles Colson summarize how
many feel. “We sense that things are winding down, that somehow
freedom, justice, and order are slipping away. Our great civilization may not yet lie in smoldering ruins, but the enemy is within
the gates. The times seem to smell of sunset.”4
But listen, this is not the first time that the times have smelled
of sunset. This is not the first time it has been thought that Christian morality has one foot in the grave. When the times smell of
sunset, we need to remember what Clement of Alexander articulated long ago, when he said that Christ “hath changed sunset into
sunrise.”5
I have arranged what follows into two parts. In the first part, I
will try to say something helpful about our text (Rom 1.18–32). In
the second part I will relate our text to our topic.
Text
“Cursed be the man that trusteth in man, and maketh flesh his
arm, and whose heart departeth from the Lord” (Jer 17.5)
Romans 1.18–32 is an analysis of human evil that pulls no
punches. Its first word, for, is a conjunction that connects it to the
preceding section in a causal way. We have 1.16–17 because of 1.18–
32. God’s righteousness has been revealed because God’s wrath has
been revealed. Before I finish, I will come back to this connection.
Verse 18 is a title for the text, consisting of three parts that
address the effect of evil (the wrath of God), the expression of evil
(all ungodliness and unrighteousness), and the emergence of evil
(the suppression of truth in unrighteousness). I will take these up
in reverse order.
4 C. Colson, Against the Night (Servant Publications 1999) 19.
5 Clement, Exhortation to the Heathen sec. 11.
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The emergence of evil. The word unrighteousness occurs twice
in this verse, but it is used in two different ways, describing first,
an effect, and then, a cause. In the phrase “suppress the truth in
unrighteousness,” unrighteousness refers to the original sin, the
sin that precedes all other sins—namely, the desire to be as God.
Pandora’s box was opened when man’s will was asserted against
the will of God. Man’s inner wrongness—the genesis of his unrighteousness—is rooted in a man’s volition.
To speak of volition—the act of willing—is to speak of human
freedom. Fosdick said that when James Russell Lowell was in Belgium, he saw a picture of “an angel holding back the Creator and
saying, ‘If about to make such a world, stay thine hand.’”6 The world
the angel feared was one made wretched by the misuse of human
freedom. But despite the angelic plea, God made the very world
from which the angel shrank. And He did so, because He is love.
“God is love” declares John (1 John 4.8), and it is the nature of love
to seek love. God had enough stars and planets wandering around
as programmed, and He had enough animals instinctively behaving
as created, but He did not have a creature capable of love. For there
to be such a creature, God had to bestow free will, for without free
will there can be no choice, and without choice there can be no love.
Love cannot be compelled or coerced, it can only be freely chosen,
which requires free will. God understood that in giving man free
will, He was giving him the ability to break His (God’s) heart by
choosing against Him, but that was a risk God was willing to take.
Man took the high and terrible gift of freedom and used it in
the worst possible way, by choosing himself over God. And then,
man suppressed the truth. Truth is an expression of God’s character; it is reality, things as they really are. Truth is truth and right is
right because of how God is. “Objectivity and truth,” wrote John
Searle, Slusser Professor of Philosophy at the University of California–Berkeley, “are possible because there is an independently
existing reality to which our true utterances correspond.” 7 This
independently existing reality, of course, is God.
6 H. Fosdick, The Meaning of Faith (Association Press 1925) 142.
7 Quoted in P. Johnson, Reason in the Balance (Intervarsity Press 1995) 114.
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Man, from the beginning, has known the truth (1.19–20), but
he has suppressed it. Suppress translates katechontōn, which means
to possess, and less frequently, to restrain or keep under restraint.8
In Luke 4.42, katechontōn describes a crowd’s attempt to stop Jesus
from leaving them. To suppress the truth, then, is to stop it, squelch
it, tell it to shut-up, which are actions that primarily (but not entirely) occur within one’s own conscience. Dostoyevsky understood the
temptation. As he wrote in The Brothers Karamazov, “If there is no
God, everything is permitted.” Suppressing the truth not only enables one to escape the pain of guilt, it allows for one to replace true
truth (Francis Schaeffer’s term) with cultural truth, which always allows man to engage in whatever unrighteousness catches his fancy.
Once true truth is suppressed and cultural truth substituted,
cultural truth gradually becomes the unchallenged and undiscussed set of assumptions on which the world turns.9 Cultural
truth comes from man, not God. It is relative and subjective rather
than realistic and objective, allows man to do whatever he wants
to do, and, always tends to individual and societal disintegration.
On this last point, a bit more needs to be said. No lie of cultural truth is bigger than the claim that man, divorced from God,
will upwardly evolve. With the onset of the Industrial Revolution
and the appearance of Darwin’s Origin of Species, there arose a humanistic optimism that became the prevailing worldview of Western civilization. Confidence in man replaced confidence in God.
Darwin’s book was adopted by philosophers, sociologists, Freudians, etc., because it was seen as the perfect mechanism for what
materialists believed already, that Western society was evolving,
progressing to higher and higher levels on its own, without God.
But events of the twentieth century, the age of slaughter, shattered this myth. Totalitarian regimes and ideologies throughout
8 R. St. John Parry, The Epistle to the Romans. Cambridge Greek Testament for
Schools and Colleges (Cambridge University Press 1912) 43.
9 Friedrich Nietzsche’s philosophical novel, Thus Spake Zarathustra, is possibly the
classic statement of all that is involved when man dispenses with God. Nietzsche’s depiction of man as a superman (man without God and not needing God because he—
man—is himself a quasi-god), who has the right to create his own system of moral values, greatly influenced Adolph Hitler.
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the century plunged the world into a sadistic savagery unprecedented in human history.10 English journalist Evelyn Waugh had it
right in believing that there is no person or situation with Christianity which cannot be rendered worse, and usually far worse,
without it. While touring the Hebrides with his biographer James
Boswell, the great Samuel Johnson was asked by Lady Macleod of
Dunvegan Castle if “man was naturally good.” Johnson: “No, madam, no more than a wolf.” Boswell: “Nor no woman, sir?” Johnson:
“No, sir.”11 Johnson’s point was that man has a propensity for evil
that cannot be entirely corrected by his own resources. “It is impossible to sustain certain elements of human dignity, once these
have been severed from their cultural roots. The sorrowful fact is
that, while cut flowers seem to go on living and may even exhibit
some brightness for a while, they cannot do so permanently, for
they will eventually wither and be discarded.”12 Without divine
truth and a commitment to it, humanity devolves to Lord of the
Flies-type barbarity where life becomes, in the words of Thomas
Hobbes, “nasty, brutish, and short.” That is what comes when one
denies God and suppresses the truth.
The expression of evil. In the phrase, “all ungodliness and unrighteousness,” unrighteousness refers to an effect rather than
a cause (see above). “Asebeia [ungodliness],” wrote Lightfoot, “is
‘against God’ and adikia [unrighteousness] is ‘against men’.”13 Ungodliness and unrighteousness thus encompass the only possible
objects of our sin: God and man. Sins against God are covered
in 21–23, and sins against man in verses 24–32. Ungodliness precedes unrighteousness, but ungodliness also entails unrighteous10
There was a greater loss of human life by violent means in the twentieth century
than in all of recorded history. J. Montgomery, “The Dialectic of Despair” in The Shaping of the Past (Bethany Fellowship 1976) 88–105. “By the 1980s, state action had been
responsible for the violent or unnatural deaths of over 100 million people, more perhaps
than it had hitherto succeeded in destroying during the whole of human history up to
1900.” P. Johnson, Modern Times (Harper & Row 1983) 729.
11
A Tour of the Hebrides, entry for Tuesday, 14th September. www.gutenberg.org/
cache/epub/6018.
12

E. Trueblood, A Place to Stand (Harper & Row 1969) 14.

J. Lightfoot, Notes on Epistles of St. Paul from unpublished commentaries (Trinity
College, Toronto ) 251. www.archive.org.
13
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ness, as the following quotation illustrates. “When Jesus gave His
doctrine of Love in its final form, one is struck by a startling omission. He laid on His disciples the repeated charge of Love to one
another, He did not once command them to love God.”14 This is
a profound observation. Preachers tell disciples to love God, but
Jesus told disciples to love their fellows, because loving our fellows
is a primary way by which we love God (Matt 5.21–25, 25.31–46; 1
John 4.20–21). We cannot be wrong with our fellows and be right
with God. A sin against a brother, or neighbor, or enemy is a sin
against God.
The effect of evil. “The wrath of God revealed from heaven
against all ungodliness and unrighteousness” is heaven’s response
to man’s rebellion. The wrath of God is “an alarming and a terrifying phrase” (Barclay) that can be misunderstood. God’s wrath is
no knee-jerk reaction or out-of-control retaliation but a corollary
of His holiness, His “holy recoil in the face of impenitent wickedness.”15 God’s wrath “is the attitude against sin which a holy God
must take as he sees how sin wounds and tortures and destroys the
creatures who are the special objects of his care.”16 God does not
get angry at sin, He is angry at sin. Abhorring evil is not something
He has to think about. In various ways, we make peace with evil.
We get angry at something but get over it. God never gets over
ungodliness and unrighteousness.
Here are two ways to think about God’s wrath. First, there is
His coming wrath that will occur at the judgment (Matt 25.46). “In
accordance with your hardness and your impenitent heart you are
treasuring up for yourself wrath in the day of wrath and revelation
of the righteous judgment of God” (Rom 2.5; 1 Thes 1.10, 2 Thes
1.8–9). Second, there is God’s present wrath. When man turns
14
J. Watson, “Law of Spiritual Gravitation” in The Mind of the Master (Dodd, Mead
& Company 1896) 164.
15

J. McGuiggan, The God of the Towel (Montex 1984) 45.

C. Erdman, The Epistle of Paul to the Romans (Westminster Press 1925) 32. “Human anger … is mostly very unrighteous. It is an irrational and uncontrollable emotion,
containing much vanity, animosity, malice and the desire for revenge. It should go without saying that God’s anger is absolutely free of all such poisonous ingredients” (J. Stott,
The Epistle of Paul to the Romans (InterVarsity Press 1994) 71).
16
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from God, he is on a path of self-destruction, and God’s anger at
this is a gracious, fatherly response meant to bring the sinner to repentance.17 Any serious study of God’s present wrath must include
Psalm 78. When expressed in the present (78.31), it involves only
a portion of His anger (78.38); but at the judgment, all of God’s
wrath will be poured out on the ungodly/unrighteous.
The thrice-repeated “God gave them up” (1.24, 26, 28) refers
to God’s present wrath, and indicates that one expression of His
anger is for Him to withdraw from those with whom He can do
nothing. “Ephraim is joined to idols. Let him alone” (Hos 4.17).
One of the severest judgments God can visit upon us is to allow
us to proceed with our sin. As John Ziesler noted, God’s wrath
often “operates not by God’s intervention but precisely by his not
intervening, by letting men and women go their own way.”18 “It
was George Arthur Buttrick who dealt with the skeptic’s protest
against God’s existence on the grounds of the famines, misery and
wars that were in the world. These were proof, the skeptic claimed,
that God didn’t exist. Maybe, said Buttrick, wars and such are the
footprints of God walking away from us!”19 When we give God up,
and He gives us up, things get ugly, fast.
Topic
“For arrogance and hatred are the wares, peddled in the
thoroughfares” (William Butler Yeats, A Prayer for my Daughter).
Materialism is a pervasive, contemporary cultural truth that
believes that matter is the ultimate reality, which implies that
the universe is nothing but a cosmic machine, a closed system, in
which everything (including human thinking, feeling, and doing)
is determined solely by physical forces. Materialism believes there
is no personal, loving, judging God who rewards and punishes and
that life is empty, meaningless, and absurd.20 Because it is atheis17
The expression of God’s wrath through civil authority (Rom 13.4) is an aspect of
this subject with which I am not here concerned.
18

Quoted. by Stott, Romans 75.

19

Quoted by McGuiggan, Romans 80.

20

The classic statement of materialistic pessimism is found in Jean-Paul Sartre’s
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tic, materialism imbibes of the inanity inherent in every version of
atheism (materialism, humanism, existentialism, etc.), being utterly irrational and unscientific.
For an example of its irrationality, one need look no farther
than Newton’s first law of motion. All matter is in motion, but for
it to be in motion, something had to put it in motion. A cue ball lying on a pool table will not move until put in motion by an outside
force. Someone has to “break” at billiards. Similarly, the universe
logically requires a prime mover who set it in motion.21 And what
does materialism have to offer on this? Wishful thinking. Richard
Dawkins, possibly this generation’s leading atheist, obliquely admits the possibility of a prime mover, but denies that such a “God”
would possess the qualities of omniscience and omnipotence. “It
is more parsimonious to conjure up, say, a ‘big bang singularity’,
or some other physical concept as yet unknown.”22 Every shred of
logic cries out against some physical concept being the prime mover, but Dawkins clings to this, hoping that out there, somewhere,
such a thing exists.
To illustrate materialism’s unscientific nature, I yield to Thomas Nagel, University Professor of Philosophy and Law Emeritus at
New York University. Nagel is an atheist, but he is an honest one,
as evidenced by his book Mind & Cosmos, Why the Materialist
Neo-Darwinian Conception of Nature Is Almost Certainly False
(Oxford University Press 2012). Nagel spent the better part of
his career reviewing scientific research on cosmology (the origin
of life) and evolution (the development of life), and here are his
conclusions. First, materialism rests on unproven, undemonstrated assumptions that do not even rise to the level of a scientific
hypothesis. Second, scientific discoveries, especially in the field
of microbiology, make the materialistic explanation for the origin of life impossible to believe.23 Third, there are things in this
1938 novel Nausea.
21
In Thomas Aquinas’s five arguments for the existence of God, the first four are but
variations on the argument for God from motion.
22

R. Dawkins, The God Delusion (Houghton Mifflin 2008) 101–102.

23

See M. Behe, Darwin’s Black Box (The Free Press 1996).
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world that cannot be explained on the basis of the material (e.g.,
consciousness, cognition, value). Materialism has neither logic
nor science to back its beliefs on the origin of life from nonliving matter and the development of life from a one-celled speck of
life. And yet, it is this convenient untruth of materialism that is
propped up in America by academic brow-beating and the police
powers of government.
Who in their right mind can believe the materialistic drivel that
this life we live is nothing more than “A tale told by an idiot, full of
sound and fury, signifying nothing,”24 or that the music of Mozart
and Beethoven reduces to nothing more than horsehair scratching
catgut? “The atheistic [materialistic] idea,” said Lord Kelvin, “is so
nonsensical that I do not know how to put it into words.” But people take such nonsense, apply it to their marriage and family, and
act surprised at the ensuing disaster.
Because of the widespread acceptance of materialism, ours
has become the culture of Playboy chauvinism that says, “If you
itch, scratch”; of the claim that the sexes are interchangeable and
gender-specific distinctions unnecessary; of the expendability of
biological fathers; of the demonization of the nuclear family25; of
promiscuously seeking sexual pleasure any way it can be had; of using personal relationships for exploitative purposes; of seeing monogamous marriage as an obsolete, archaic, outmoded, oppressive,
decaying Victorian institution that stifles freedom, honesty, and
creative spontaneity; of promoting and applauding group sex, communalism, polygamy, LGBT behavior, pedophilia, bestiality, etc. As
an addendum, I would add that ours is a culture that believes the
importance of motherhood has been inflated all out of proportion
and that anything a woman does, beyond pursuing education or a
career, is as dull as dishwater. I could go on, but you get the idea.
At first glance, Romans 1.24–32 merely catalogues the sins
of the ancients. But a closer look reveals four considerations that
pose huge problems for the materialistic philosophy. First is the
24

W. Shakespeare, Macbeth, Act 5, Scene 5, lines 26–28.

A New York Times Book Review (February 25, 1973) 39, 40 referred to the nuclear
family (father/mother/children) as “the cradle of evil.”
25
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problem of the unnatural (1.26–27a). Materialists claim that anything physically possible is perfectly natural. Homosexuals often
use this this reasoning to justify their behavior: since same-sex behavior is physically possible, it is perfectly natural. If the only color
of crayon in the box is red, any picture drawn is going to be red.
Paul, however, says that “women exchanged the natural use for
what is against nature,” and men left “the natural use of the woman.” If nature is the only reality, nothing, logically, can be against
nature. To say that something is against nature is to introduce a
moral element into the discussion, but nearly every atheist, at some
point, does this. Eating your young is physically possible. Eating
materialists is physically possible. Going headhunting in the adjoining subdivision is physically possible, and classifying people as
“harmful insects” who should be purged as vermin, as Lenin did
in 1918, is physically possible.26 But only the most hardened sociopath shrugs his shoulders and agrees that such things are perfectly
natural. Whenever a materialist, in his better moments, condemns
pedophilia, rape, exploitation, cruelty, etc., he is saying that there
is another color in the crayon box than just red.27
If matter is all there is, a purely physical relationship should be
the easiest thing in the world. But the failure of attempts at such
relationships is well documented. Research does not stutter on
this. Purely physical relationships do not correspond to the inner
syntax of human personality. Characteristic is this from Catherine
Hahner, formerly of the New School for Social Research, New York:
“I’m convinced that women have a psychic predisposition toward
monogamy.”28 If women have a psychic predisposition, they did
not get it from a purely material universe. As much as materialists
want there to be only red crayons, blues and greens and browns
26
Among the “insects” marked for extermination were homeowners, high-school
teachers, parish councils and choirs, Tolstoyan pacifists, and trade unionists. See P.
Johnson, Modern Times (Harper & Row 1983) 70.
27
To deduce a moral conclusion from a purely physical premise is to commit the
naturalistic fallacy. Logically, you cannot get an ought (a moral absolute) from an is
(physical reality). If there are only red crayons in the box, a red crayon is the only thing
you can take from the box. See M. Adler, Ten Philosophical Mistakes (Simon & Schuster
1985) 108–127.
28

Quoted by G. Gilder, Sexual Suicide (Bantam Books 1975) 22.
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and yellows keep popping up. Everywhere they turn, materialists
are reminded that there is more to this universe than just nature.
Second is the problem of the unavoidable (1.27b). “Receiving in
themselves the penalty of their error which was due.” Since Paul
does not say what this penalty was, I will not speculate. I will say,
though, that penalty translates antimisthia, which refers to a retribution or recompense, usually in a negative sense. Beliefs and
actions have consequences; even those who scoff at the present
wrath of God must admit that there are consequences of the materialistic philosophy that are tearing at the very fabric of society.
I live one hundred miles south of Chicago and am daily reminded (via Chicago radio) of the human carnage that has followed in
the wake of the institutionalized materialism that has produced
several generations of unwed mothers, absentee fathers, and dysfunctional families. Have you ever heard of the Arapesh, Mundugumor, or Tchambuli? These were the New Guinea tribes chronicled by anthropologist Margaret Mead in her 1949 work, Male and
Female: A Study of the Sexes in a Changing World, that were lauded
by many as examples of societies that functioned without traditional mores, marriages, and families. What is rarely mentioned
is that these tribes engaged in cannibalism, head hunting, human
sacrifice, and were approaching extinction at the very time Mead
wrote about them. “To those who would argue that the breakdown
of the institutions of marriage and the family are exactly what they
desire I would point out that all the evidence of anthropology indicates that society must be based on the family and the family cannot exist without marriage.”29 “To know where everything came
from is to know where we came from, and where we came from has
everything to do with who we are, and who we are has everything
to do with how we ought to live.”30 When God is taken out of society, society is penalized mightily.
Third is the problem of the uncontrollable (1.28–31). What Barclay wrote is worth repeating: “There is hardly any passage which
29

S. Goldberg, The Inevitability of Patriarchy (Morrow 1974) 179.

D. Axe, Undeniable, How Biology Confirms Our Intuition That Life Is Designed
(HarperCollins Kindle ed.) location 279.
30
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so clearly shows what happens to a man when he leaves God out
of the reckoning. . . . When a man banishes God from his life he
becomes a certain kind of man, and here in this passage is one
of the most terrible descriptions in literature of the kind of man
he becomes.”31 Romans 1.28–31 is, indeed, a terrible passage (so
much so that Spurgeon hesitated to read it publicly and advised
his congregation to read it at home). A notable thing that emerges from this text is that sin refuses to limit itself. Sin never says,
“This far, and no farther.” If given an inch, it will take ten thousand
miles. Whatever argument I make to justify my evil will be used by
others to justify theirs. Whatever excuse I offer for my selfishness
can be used to rationalize all selfishness. The ungodliness that appeared in Genesis 3 did not end there. When you turn the page,
you see that it has quickly progressed from ungodly evil (against
God) to unrighteous evil (against man).
Australian Germaine Greer was an influential voice in the feminist movement in the second half of the twentieth century. In her
Ibsenesque32 1970 book, The Female Eunuch, she called for a social
revolution that would dismantle the Judeo-Christian view of marriage and family. Greer was all in favor of women’s lib, “you’ve come
a long way, baby,”33 and “I am woman, hear me roar,” but strangely
(and illogically) she was unwilling to grant to others a right to their
pet unrighteousness, including the desire of chauvinists to regard
her as nothing but a sex object “whose value is solely attested by the
demand she excites in others.”34 They who wish to indulge in their
own selfishness are hypocritical when they hold a double-standard
that denies to others the right to indulge in their own selfishness.
What Greer illustrates is that when man, for all his arrogance,
leaves God out of his reckoning, he is nothing more than the Sorcerer’s Apprentice, whose only accomplishment is to set in motion
a chain of events that he cannot control and that will eventually
destroy him.
31

W. Barclay, The Letter to the Romans (Westminster Press 1957) 26.

32

See H. Ibsen, A Doll’s House.

33

Baby-boomers will recognize this line.

34

G. Greer, The Female Eunuch (HarperCollins Kindle ed.) location 823–824.
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Fourth is the problem of the undeniable (1.32). “Knowing the
righteous judgment of God, that those who practice such things
are worthy of death.” Man’s problem is never intellectual. Man
knows. Man knew God but did not want God. Instead of worshipping God, man philosophized about God in a way that got rid
of Him (1.21). But the hound of heaven will not leave him alone.
Man can anesthetize his conscience with drink, drugs, and doubling-down on unrighteousness (as indicated by, “not only do the
same but also approve of those who practice them”35), but in his
better hours, a man’s thoughts are all on God’s side, for deep within
him is the knowledge that there is no excuse for the way he treats
God and truth (1.20) and that his behavior deserves God’s wrath
(1.32). To live with the sword of Damocles hanging over one’s head
by a thread is a terrible way to live.
Conclusion
“I tell you naught for your comfort, Yea, naught for your desire,
Save that the sky grows darker yet, And the sea rises higher”
(G. K. Chesterton, The Ballad of the White Horse).
We live in chaotic times. Things we thought were nailed down
are coming loose. Various liberation movements (women’s lib, gay
lib, etc.) are trying to liberate us from the very institutions indispensable to a stable society. If these threats are to be answered,
the answer must come from the gospel of Jesus Christ, not from
philosophy, politics, or quasi-religious Moral Majority-type entities, but from the gospel of the grace of God, the only power that
can bring impenitent man to his knees. Yes, I know that three
times Paul said that “God gave them up,” but to think that is the
take-away from this text is to badly, I mean really badly, miss it!
There are times when the Lord has no alternative but to turn away.
A tragic fact of freewill is that sin can conquer love. God can be
beaten. But if a man goes to his grave despising God, it will not be
because God reached a point where He withdrew His love from
35
“Perhaps worst of all, much of the degeneracy of our times is not merely tolerated,
but celebrated.” T. Sowell, “What Will Reverse Decline of Society?” St. Louis Post-Dispatch 1993.
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man. “God gave them up” must be balanced by “How can I give you
up?” (Hos 11.8). The thought of God irrevocably abandoning His
creation to the Enemy stirs Him to strong revulsion. If you want to
see the true end of our story, go back to the text before our text and
read 1.16–17; then skip ahead to 3.24–26, 5.6–10, 8.31–39, etc. Sin
can resist love but it cannot destroy it. There is fire in God’s wrath,
but there is warmth in His love and audacity in His grace.
Should we be tempted to despair over these times that “smell
of sunset,” I would remind us of what Brer Rabbit said after Brer
Fox threw him in a briar patch: “bred en bawn in a briar patch.”
So was Christianity. Instead of feeling strange in times like these,
remember that our Faith started with a cross. Our society is currently experiencing the kind of weather in which Christianity has
historically seen its greatest growth.
There is a story that during the desperate days of the Revolutionary War, Washington reviewed a fresh contingent of raw recruits from Connecticut. Looking at this motley group, he said, “I
have great confidence in you men of Connecticut.” One of these
recruits left a record of how he wept at that, and clasping his musket in his arms vowed that he would do his best.
Let us do our best. If Christ is anything, we ought to make
Him everything. He looks to us, feeble though we be, to fight the
fight against ungodliness thoughtfully, patiently, and, above all,
lovingly. The Christ we serve is the light of the world. As Martin
Buber noted, if there is an eclipse of the sun, it is caused by an
obstruction between our eyes and the sun, not by a failure in the
heavenly body.
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“You Are Not Your Own”
The Problem of Radical Individualism
Denny Freeman
“If once we were a nation ‘under God,’ we are rapidly becoming
a nation under self.”1 What is truly frightening about LaGard
Smith’s statement is that it was written twenty-six years ago. Not
only have we not reversed the trend of selfism in our nation over
the last couple of decades, we have actually powered it with Eveready batteries that make the philosophy more pervasive and,
seemingly, without end.
This lecture deals with America’s growing obsession with radical individualism and the damage being done to marriage and
family life as a result. Individualism is a philosophy that judges
moral issues on the basis of one’s personal feelings and self-interest. It denies any corporate responsibility to society at large or to
those individuals closer to home. It tears at the fabric of home life
and poisons the lifeblood of our nation. As we will see, the Bible
has much to say about the individualist mindset and its polar opposite, the biblical teaching of selflessness.
This lecture is designed to dovetail with at least two others
in this book: the predominance of emotion over a person’s will,
and, philosophical materialism which denies God’s order in nature and results in a relativistic view of life. I mention this only
to say that there will be some overlapping in material in these
1 L Smith, When Choice Becomes God (Harvest House 1990) 20.
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lectures, yet each will have a definite emphasis that should be
obvious to the reader.
Defining Individualism
A person could study the history of liberalism as a philosophy
in society and government and learn much about the roots of individualism. In the seventeenth century, liberalism as a political
philosophy began to influence Europe and other nations but was
strongly opposed by those who favored absolute monarchy and
government-established religion. Historically, the essence of liberalism was the toleration of different beliefs and ideas as to what
constitutes a good life.2 In the West, it became the means of combating the might-makes-right form of government leadership. Our
American Declaration of Independence includes the words, “… all
men are created equal; that they are endowed by their Creator with
certain unalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty and
the pursuit of happiness; that to insure these rights, governments
are instituted among men, deriving their powers from the consent
of the governed.”3 The last few words of this statement reveal a
move towards the rights of individuals and away from the right of
power by a select few. As we all know, this movement was a good
one. However, time and the self-centered part of human nature
have a way of corrupting good ideas.
In the last few decades, we have seen our constitutional privileges turned upside down and reinterpreted to mean that any individual has a right to live as they please without regard to outdated
laws or restrictions imposed by any other individual. Tolerance
has evolved into an individualistic me-me-me philosophy.
In times past, the good side of the emphasis on individual rights
also included individual responsibility. Today, we are bombarded
with rhetoric on personal rights but seldom hear about personal
responsibility. “God loses out in a nation obsessed with individual
rights. God appears to be more about responsibilities than rights,
more about duties than privileges—not an exciting prospect when
2 J. Gray, Two Faces of Liberalism (New Press 2008).
3 Thomas Jefferson, July 4, 1776.
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we are accustomed to gorging ourselves on a daily diet of unrestrained liberty-cum-license.”4 The Bible clearly shows that every
individual has been endowed by his or her Creator with privileges
and blessings, and that along with every right comes a responsibility to use that right to serve others and glorify the One who is the
giver of all of these gifts (Matt 10.8).
How foreign are David’s words to our society’s penchant for
blaming others when things go wrong. “For I know my transgression and my sin is ever before me. Against Thee, Thee only have I
sinned, and done what is evil in Thy sight” (Psa 51.3–4). David is
not ignoring the suffering he had caused Bathsheba and her husband Uriah when he says that his sin was against God. Rather, he
is acknowledging that the misuse of his personal privileges given
by God, including his status as king and the accompanying power,
resulted in a real sense of shame toward the one who made him.
David knew that without the right relationship with his Maker
and Provider that he could not be a good influence on others in
the kingdom (vv 12–13). He wanted to teach and convert others
but was powerless to do so until he was honest with his God. His
hypocrisy was personal. It had to be dealt with. In doing so, the
attendant shame and embarrassment could be turned into moral
strength that would once again allow his nation to hold him in high
regard and, most importantly, restore his relationship with God.
Our culture has traveled light years from David’s biblical model
of leadership and service to others. One need only watch our national news programs or read popular news magazines to see that
the modus operandi of many political and religious leaders in our
nation is, “How can I get out of this mess and still have a career?”
Individualism is a curse to a nation.
Ism’s, Ism’s, and More Ism’s
Eventually, individualism as a philosophy branched off into
many other philosophies, but all were fed from the trunk of the
tree of selfism. Ethical egoism is the position that moral agents
ought to do what is in their own self-interest. It contrasts with
4 Smith, When Choice Becomes God 20.
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ethical altruism, which holds that moral agents have an obligation
to help and serve others. Consider the apostle Paul’s statement in
Philippians 2.3–5: “Do nothing from selfishness or empty conceit,
but with humility of mind let each of you regard one another as
more important than himself. Do not merely look out for your own
personal interests, but also for the interests of others. Have this
attitude in yourselves which was also in Christ Jesus.”
Humanism is a term that has broad meaning today but its true
meaning comes into focus when contrasted with the supernatural or appeals to authority, especially, divine authority. It teaches
the autonomy of man; that is, that human beings require no help
from a deity in determining how to live. Twenty-first century humanism strongly endorses human rights, including reproductive
rights, gender-equality, social justice, separation of church and
state, and a host of other rights that affect marriage and the family.
It all reminds this writer of the summary statement of the period
of Judges in Old Testament history: “In those days . . . everyone did
what was right in his own eyes” (Jdg 21.25).
Hedonism argues that pleasure is the only intrinsic good and
pain is the only intrinsic bad.5 Accordingly, pleasure serves as an
umbrella for all likeable human emotions and is the only thing that
is good in itself. One should always seek those things in life that
lead to a greater balance of pleasure over pain.
In her collection of essays titled, The Virtue of Selfishness, Ayn
Rand, the Russian-born American novelist and philosopher, ponders the question: “Does man need values at all—and why?”6 In
Atlas Shrugged, Rand emphatically argues that the purpose of morality is to teach you not how to suffer and die, but how to enjoy
yourself and live. Rand was a popular writer during the decade of
the 1960s when the glorification of individualism was turning our
country upside down.
Individualism is a philosophical stew whose ingredients include selfism, egoism, hedonism, and humanism, all of which are
designed to elevate the individual’s needs and rights (at least, per5 “Hedonism,” Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2004. www.plato.stanford.edu.
6 Plume 1964.

FC Lectures 2017.indd 104

11/19/2016 9:25:53 AM

“You Are Not Your Own”

 105

ceived rights) to a position that affords a person the most amount
of pleasure and the least amount of pain possible. Although we
have not yet specifically addressed how all of this impacts marriage and the family, certainly, any reasonable person can see
how this self-centered spirit would bring unbearable burdens to
relationships that God designed to be other-person centered. (In
scripture there is no other kind of relationship.)
An all-wise Father tells us that we are not our own. “Do you not
know that your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit who is in you,
and that you are not your own? For you have been bought with a
price: therefore glorify God in your body” (1 Cor 6.19–20). What a
strange concept this is to twenty-first century American culture.
In previous generations, moral choices were made by informed
reading and application of scripture. Our pro-choice, me-me-me,
“I have my truth, you have yours,” generation is so biblically illiterate, most people today would not be able to tell you what the
Bible says about human relationships, let alone the salvation of the
soul, if their souls depended on it. And they do. The Book of Books
has been dismissed as out of date and irrelevant, and this attitude
is killing our families and our nation. As Smith says, “Having no
grand vision of what life is all about, we are reduced to making
ad hoc decisions based on opinion polls, media propaganda, or
unabashed self-interest.” 7 Life-decisions are made by experts and
readily adopted by the masses without ever considering the One
who made us or this world in which we live. It is imperative for
us as God’s people to train our minds to identify these thought
patterns in the practicalities of everyday life. If we are not daily
absorbing God’s word, our minds will be absorbing, like sponges,
the vain and secular thinking of a world without God.
In 2008, Christina Aguilera wrote and recorded the song
Beautiful. It became a smash hit. Some of the lyrics are reproduced below.
Everyday is so wonderful
Then suddenly, it’s hard to breathe
7

When Choice Becomes God 34.
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Now and then, I get insecure
From all the pain, I’m so ashamed
But I am beautiful no matter what they say
Words can’t bring me down
I am beautiful in every single way
Yes, words can’t bring me down,
So don’t you bring me down today
No matter what we do
No matter what we say
We’re the song inside the tune
Full of beautiful mistakes
And everywhere we go
The sun will always shine
But tomorrow will find a way
And tomorrow we might awake
on the other side.
Cause you are beautiful no matter what they say
Words can’t bring you down
Cause you are beautiful in every single way
Yes, words can’t bring you down
Oh no, so don’t you bring me down today.

Without watching the video that Aguilera made for this song,
one might conclude that she was simply singing about the need for
young women to have greater self-esteem. In her video, however,
Aguilera filled a four-minute slot with images of homosexual relationships, young people covered with tattoos and piercings, and
other visuals clearly designed to show that judging another person is forbidden; every person has the right to live as they please.
The “other side” corresponds to the moral awakening one will have
when they celebrate self and throw off the shackles of any moral
code outside of his or her own thoughts and feelings about self. I
can only imagine how many millions of young people bought into
the selfism philosophy simply because it was wrapped in a beautiful package. (The music is beautifully done.)
In 2007, Whitney Huston sang:
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I believe the children are our future
Teach them well and let them lead the way
Show them all the beauty they possess inside
Give them a sense of pride to make it easier
Let the children’s laughter remind us how we used to be
Everybody’s searching for a hero
People need someone to look up to
I never found anyone who fulfilled my needs
A lonely place to be and so I learned to depend on me
I decided long ago
Never to walk in anyone’s shadows
If I fail, If I succeed
At least I lived as I believed
No matter what they take from me
They can’t take away my dignity
Because the greatest love of all is happening to me
I’ve found the greatest love of all inside of me
The greatest love of all is easy to achieve
Learning to love yourself, it is the greatest love of all.

Here is another smash hit that sold millions of records. In a
lie, there is always an element of truth, and so it is with this song’s
lyrics. The good message: self-worth is a valuable thing to possess.
The bad message: our children—the future of our world—never
need to look for a hero, they only need to look inside themselves.
What a dangerous message, one that is, again, packaged beautifully and will, therefore, be embraced along with the beautiful
melody. Being a former musician, this writer knows that music is
an extremely effective way to spread a message. Any message can
be sold to millions if it is couched in the right lyric and set to the
right chord.
From Sinatra’s, “I did it my way,” to Simon and Garfunkel’s, “I
am a rock, I am an island,” the entertainment business has been
preaching a message of thorough-going selfism for a long time.
Not being a listener to much of the music recorded and released
over the past decade, I cannot quote from current songs. I’ll bet
your children and grandchildren can, though. Ask them.
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A Throw-Away Society
We most assuredly live in a throw-away society in America today. Growing up, I was taught the lessons of frugality by parents
who lived through the depression of the 1930s and the Second
World War. People of that generation knew how to make things
last. Throwing away some household article simply because it
showed signs of age was wasteful and irresponsible. The thing
could be cleaned, repaired, refurbished, and used for years to
come. Not so any more.
Disposable is the operative word for Americans now. From
diapers to contact lenses, from fast-food containers to cameras,
everything has become throw-away. (The concept is not intrinsically bad; this writer is a fan of disposable diapers, for children and
grandchildren.)
However, along with our penchant for throwing away things,
we have cultivated the habit of throwing away moral anchors, and
we even throw away people and relationships. A marriage can be
thrown away because a husband is not as attentive as a wife feels
he should be. Another marriage is trashed because a wife is not as
young and pretty as she once was. And on it goes.
The biblical case for morality has been thrown away and replaced by a new morality that allows for selfishness to determine
the endurance of human relationships. If you are unhappy with
your marriage, get a divorce and make a change. If your children
are not bringing you personal satisfaction, throw away your parental responsibilities, work longer hours, then follow the work day
with an evening of alcohol and/or drugs that will restore your happiness. Or so we have been deceived into thinking.
The road to the nation-wide acceptance of homosexual unions
is paved with throw-away heterosexual marriages. The argument
for same-sex marriage has shifted from gender to monogamy. In
other words, a same-sex monogamous relationship has become
viewed as more moral than the rampant infidelity that characterizes so many heterosexual marriages. I do not blame American
gays for making this argument. Although two wrongs will never
make a right, the argument has found acceptance in the minds
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of many Americans already overwhelmed with the throw-away
mindset. The heterosexual counterrevolution to the gay-movement argument is articulated as the need for a return to traditional marriage. Some things need to be said about that.
Although “traditional marriage”—secularly conceived—restores the biblical mandate for a union between one man and one
woman, it does not restore all of the Bible’s directives for marriage.
“Traditional marriage” still does not represent God’s design for
marriage. It does not teach, for example, that the death of a spouse
is the only occasion that should part two people who are married
with God’s approval, as the Bible teaches. Also, “traditional marriage” does not say that sexual infidelity is the only reason for divorce as the Bible teaches (Matt 19.9; 5.32). There still exist many
traditional reasons that are allowed for two people to divorce,
many of which grow out of the selfism philosophy. Of all people,
New Testament Christians should understand that restoration is
accomplished only when people return to the original. This involves a complete and thorough return to God’s original blueprint
for marriage and the family. In our selfism culture, which is a reality created in the minds of imperfect human beings, anything
makes sense. And if it does not make sense, who cares? As long as
we are happy. Human happiness becomes the new idol, a new god.
The sad thing is that this god is never satisfied. Oh how our generation proves this true. After many marriages have been abandoned
for newer ones that held the prospect of happiness, many people
are left with regret, unhappiness, and bitterness in their old age. It
does not have to be this way. That is not the way God wants it to be
in a person’s life (Prov 16.20).
Get Thee to a Therapist
Therapy is the religion of individualism. The Bible is replaced
with the couch. Venting has become a means of ridding one’s self
of rotten psychological problems that might be hindering relationships. On a popular TV show just the other week, I watched people
come into a room provided by local therapists and smash various
items to smithereens with a maul hammer. They all testified to
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how much better they felt afterwards. So, if your marriage needs
fixing, go smash something. Are your kids doing poorly in school
and not listening to your pleadings? Go to the garage and smash
something. You will feel better. Your kids may still have poor
grades, but you will feel better. Really?
More dangerous than the foregoing, of course, is the unbiblical
marriage and family counseling that people are getting from the
experts. Not only venting, which comes in many forms, but the
individualistic notion that personal happiness is the ultimate goal
for human life is the idea being ingrained in many couples who
go for marriage counseling today. While working with a church
in Pennsylvania years ago, we had a couple from the community
come to us for help with their marriage. They disagreed with the
counselor at the church located across the street from our building, who told them they needed to split up to find their personal happiness. They received true biblical counseling from us and
found real help from God’s word.
Advice from worldly counselors is a poor substitute for heartfelt repentance. Repentance, a change motivated by deep sorrow (2
Cor 7.10), is the lever of lasting change. As Brecheen and Faulkner
say in their video series on marriage, “The problem with you, is
me.”8 We must stop throwing away the godly traits of humility,
servitude, and sacrificial love. These are the God-given attributes
that will allow us the strength to acknowledge our own imperfections and sin, repent of them, and seek the highest road to wellness
offered only by the Wonderful Counselor of the Word (Isa 9.6). The
Bible teaches that the fruit of a life lived by following God’s counsel
brings love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness, faithfulness,
gentleness and self-control (Gal 5.22–23). “Bear one another’s burdens and thus fulfill the law of Christ” (Gal 6.2); “Do not merely
look out for your own personal interests, but also for the interests
of others” (Phil 2.4); “Love is patient, love is kind, and is not jealous;
love does not brag and is not arrogant, does not act unbecomingly;
does not seek its own, is not provoked, does not take into account
a wrong suffered, does not rejoice in unrighteousness but rejoic8 Marriage Enrichment Series (Sweet Publishing 1981).
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es with the truth (1 Cor 13.4–6). The brightest experts among us
could never come up with better advice for human relationships.
Recovering Biblical Marriage
A biblical understanding of marriage and its place in society
runs counter to contemporary thought and teaching. “Marriage
wasn’t devised by man, somewhere along the way in the course of
human history, as a convenient way of sorting out responsibilities
for children, etc. Instead, God tells us that He himself established,
instituted and ordained marriage at the beginning of human history (Gen 2, 3).”9 Adams correctly argues that if marriage were of
human origin, then human beings would have the right to decide
when a marriage begins and how it should be regulated. But, of
course, marriage is not of human origin. “Neither a private individual or the state has the right or the competence to decide who may
be married, or divorced, and on what basis.”10 The state keeps official records and documents of marriages and divorces, but God’s
marriage laws trump state laws when those human laws stand in
violation of biblical teaching. After all, we will not be judged by the
state in eternity, but by the Great Lawgiver and Judge (Heb 13.4).
Marriage is not what much of Roman Catholic theology, and
even some Protestant theology, teaches: that marriage is designed
only to propagate the human race. While God has ordained that
procreation be carried on only within the confines of marriage,
“it is not the fundamental feature of marriage.”11 Marriage is not
mating. Human beings, like all animals, can propagate quite effectively without marriage. (Have we not proved it?) Would we not be
even more prolific than we already are if there were no marriage
regulations whatever? The Bible teaches that producing children is
a sub-purpose of marriage. This is an important point to see in our
study of individualism and marriage.
To broaden the point a bit, let us understand that marriage
must not be equated with sexual relations. “A sexual union is not
9

J. Adams, Marriage, Divorce and Remarriage (Baker 1980) 3–4.

10

Ibid. 4.

11

Ibid. 5.
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to be equated with a marriage union.”12 It is true that sexual intercourse is both an obligation and pleasure for married couples
(1 Cor 7.3–5). However, marriage is bigger than the sexual union
married couples enjoy. And, it is the bigness of the union that creates the many responsibilities necessary to perpetuate a real relationship with someone of the opposite sex. But therein is where we
find a lifetime of fulfillment and happiness that comes from living
in a deep relationship with another person.
If marriage and sexual union were one and the same, the Bible would not talk about illicit sexual intercourse. Instead (when
referring to fornication), it would talk about informal marriage.
“Adultery would no longer be adultery, but informal bigamy or polygamy.”13 In this vein of thinking, some say that adultery itself dissolves marriage because a new marriage is made. This is incorrect.
“If adultery dissolved a marriage God could not say to the Israelite
adulterers ‘she is your companion and your wife by covenant’ (Mal
2.14b). She would no longer be either, and He would not have referred to the covenant as He did.”14 Marriage does not begin on the
honeymoon when sexual relations first occur. A preacher speaks
the truth when he pronounces a man and woman “husband and
wife” before the honeymoon and sexual relations take place. It is
the “marriage bed” that God sees as holy (Heb 13.4). This necessarily implies that people are married prior to having sexual relations.
Likewise, divorce follows adultery as a consequence of sexual
infidelity. Divorce is not, as some say, “an outward recognition of
an inner reality.” What people mean by this is that a divorce takes
place at the moment of adultery, when one’s spouse has had sexual
relations with someone else. Now, it is said, that spouse will simply make the divorce publicly recognized. This writer sees no such
teaching in the Bible. If and when forgiveness for adultery takes
place, do we then need to remarry this couple when they intend
to continue living together? No. They will continue to enjoy and
strengthen the same marriage union in which they have lived.
12

Ibid.

13

Ibid. 6.

14

Ibid.
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The Essence of Marriage
In Proverbs 2.16–17, marriage is described in terms of companionship. The term in the Hebrew conveys the idea of being close,
warm, and intimate with another person. An antonym of companion is stranger. A companion, therefore, is someone with whom we
feel at home. We can be ourselves in every way, sharing our deepest secrets with this person. God intends that marriage provides
that place where we, as husbands and wives, share things spoken
that we would never speak to another. In this realm of companionship, we can make plans with each other that differ from plans we
make with other people. We are a family, and this transcends all
other life relationships.
Individualism has no place in a marriage. It runs counter to
the essence of marriage. “A companion is one with whom you are
intimately united in thoughts, goals, plans, efforts, and, in the case
of marriage, bodies.”15 It is not possible to be in an intimate union
while thinking only of one’s own personal interests. Marriage is
God’s cure for loneliness. What a shame that so many married
couples today often feel alone because they are not directing their
relationship by the compass of God’s word. For many, a natural,
human reaction to loneliness while already in a relationship is to
seek out another relationship. God’s way of curing loneliness is for
that person to get advice and counsel from His word. God’s word
applied will heal and strengthen and enable the union to grow and
thrive as the years turn into a lifetime.
“Love bears all things, believes all things, hopes all things, endures all things” (1 Cor 13.7). In a generation where love has been
replaced by lust, it has become very difficult for people to patiently
endure the hardships of marriage. Yet, it is the effort we expend
through painful trials that equips us to be better spouses, to be
more loving and understanding, and, in the end, to be more like
the God who blessed with this relationship.
In biblical marriage, two people agree by the taking of vows to
live together and satisfy each other’s needs in every respect until death parts them (Ezek 16.8: “I swore to you, and entered by
15

Ibid. 12.
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covenant”). There is someone with whom we can talk things over,
share our ideas, joys, sorrows, and disappointments. In all areas of
our relationship— intellectually, emotionally, physically – we can
become one.
“Husbands love your wives just as Christ also loved the church,
and gave Himself up for her . . . So husbands also ought to love
their own wives as their own bodies. He who loves his own wife
loves himself, for no one ever hated his own flesh, but nourishes it and cherishes it, just as Christ also does the church” (Eph
5.25–28). This seems to be an inspired commentary on the term
“one flesh” that Christ uses in Matthew 19.5. It would certainly encompass the sexual relations that married couples have with God’s
approval, but it goes far beyond that. Husbands and wives commit
themselves to each other (hers is seen in this passage in her willingly submitting to her husband’s lead) with the same commitment Christ demonstrated to us through His sacrificial death.
A Selfless Life in a “Selfie” World
While there is nothing wrong with taking a picture of ourselves, we must guard against the worldly mindset of placing self
in the center of our lives. Making the sacrificial love of Christ the
center and focus of all that we do gives true meaning and purpose
to life. And, it will cause relationships to blossom with the fruit of
contentment and peace.
Individualism is a thief. Individualism causes a spiritual myopia that blinds us to our full potential as people created in God’s
image. The greatest accomplishments throughout history have
been made by selfless souls who have seen others as more important than self. Self-centeredness will leave us empty in the end. The
spirit of Christ will fill us to the brim with real satisfaction and
fulfillment.
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The Covenant Nature of Marriage
Brent Hunter
The text for this lecture regarding the covenant nature of marriage
goes back to the Garden of Eden when God instituted the divine
blueprint for marriage. We often find ourselves defending “traditional marriage” versus “homosexual marriage,” but theologically
the traditional marriage, though better than a perverse one, can still
be secular and miss the true nature of the sacred marriage God intended. It is my prayer that none of us ever accept anything less than
the true spiritual covenant marriage ordained by our Creator.
Furthermore, we must never forget that even though man passes
legislation concerning marriage and civil ceremonies, it is our Creator who made us. He is the one who invented marriage, originally
defined it, and therefore knows what is best for us. In fact, it can be
argued that the marriage institution is so special, that it is one of the
few parts of paradise that God, by His grace, allowed to pass into a
fallen world to bless both man and woman in this vale of tears. God
wanted to provide for His children a taste of the heavenly fellowship
we eventually will enjoy in heaven (Eph 5.21–33) and to provide a
way to spread His glory and image to the world.
Thesis
We will begin with the definition of the word covenant and its
sacred nature. Then, we will examine God’s divine blueprint for
marriage by going back to paradise and examining the foundation-
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al principles established in Genesis 2.24–25. Even though the word
“covenant” is not found in these scriptures, the Genesis account is
rich with covenant language and concepts. Next, we will explore
how that the best way to understand the true nature of the marriage covenant is by highlighting the difference between a contract
and a covenant. Finally, we will discuss the serious nature of the
vows that a couple exchanges and how they are to be a reflection of
their unique marriage covenant. The challenge in all of this is for
all Christian couples is to find true oneness, not just in each other,
but in God’s purpose in spreading His image and glory through
the divine and mysterious wonder of covenant marriage.
The Definition of Covenant and its Sacred Nature
How many of you have heard people, even brethren, talk about
“the marriage contract?” I hear this phrase used frequently. This is
an unscriptural concept. God designed marriage to be a covenant,
not a contract. The prophet Malachi admonishes the Jews “the
Lord has been a witness between you and the wife of your youth,
against whom you have dealt treacherously, though she is your
companion and your wife by covenant” (Mal 2.14 NASB). Solomon uses the same language when he warns, “Deliver you from the
strange woman, from the adulteress who flatters with her words;
that leaves the companion of her youth and forgets the covenant
of her God” (Prov 2.16–17 NASB). Nowhere does the Bible use the
term contract to describe the marriage relationship.
What exactly is a covenant and how is it different from a contract? According to Vine’s Expository Dictionary of Biblical Words,
the Old Testament word translated “covenant” is used in the following ways:
The Hebrew word berit is found 280 times in all parts of the Old
Testament. It means: covenant; league; or confederacy. The first occurrence of the word is in Gen 6:18: “But with thee [Noah] will I
establish my covenant.” The KJV translates berit as “covenant” 260
times. Men “enter into” (Deut 29:12) or “join” (Jer 50:5) God’s covenant. They are to obey Gen 12:4 and “observe carefully “all the commandments of the covenant (Deut 4:6). But above all, the covenant
calls Israel to “love the Lord thy God with all thine heart, and with
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all thy soul, and with all thy might” (Deut 6:5). God’s “covenant” is
a relationship of love and loyalty between the Lord and His chosen
people. The most common verb is “to cut [karat] a covenant,” which
is always translated as in Gen 15:18: “The Lord made a covenant
with Abram.” This use apparently comes from the ceremony described in Gen 15:9–17 and Jer 34:18, where Abram passed between
the pieces of the sacrifice.1

The text Genesis 15.9–17 which was just referred to reads:
“Bring Me a three-year-old heifer, and a three-year-old female
goat, and a three-year-old ram, and a turtledove, and a young pigeon. Then he brought all these to Him and cut them in two, and
laid each half opposite the other; … it came about when the sun
had set, that it was very dark, and behold, there appeared a smoking oven and a flaming torch which passed between these pieces.
On that day the Lord made a covenant with Abram” (NASB). This
is why the Hebrew word for covenant in this context is defined in
the sense of cutting; a compact made by “passing between pieces
of flesh.”
It is fascinating to me that our forefathers, who began our current wedding traditions, understood the spiritual nature of the
marriage covenant so well. However, sadly, as our society has become more secular, the original meaning and the spiritual connection in most cases has been lost.
Have you ever noticed that typically, the first thing the usher
asks a wedding guest upon entering the wedding chapel, is “whose
side are you on?” In other words, are you with the bride or the
groom? Why is that? And why must there be a center aisle for the
bride to walk down? This tradition was designed to symbolize the
covenant setting as the bride walks through (between the pieces) of the “living sacrifices”—the close family and friends who are
honored guests present to witness the exchange of vows.2
We often talk about “holy matrimony,” and rightfully so, because marriage is so much more than just “a piece of paper.” It is a
1 Vines Dictionary of Biblical Words (Thomas Nelson 1985) electronic edition.
2 B. Gothard, The True Significance of the Wedding Covenant (Institute in Basic
Life Principles 1985) 9.
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sacred relationship. Jesus stated that it is God who joins a couple
together in heaven (Matt 19.6). Therefore, it is to be a “holy triune,
not a human duet.”3 A marriage covenant involves three parties,
not just two. In God’s wisdom, the relationship is to be primarily
a spiritual one that literally involves the host of heaven itself in its
formation. It is to be taken seriously and not frivolously. Sadly, too
many people make a mad dash to the altar without first pondering
the seriousness and sacred nature of their commitment.
Solomon warns, “It is a snare to a man to say rashly, ‘It is holy’
and then to later make inquiry” (Prov 20.25 NKJV). Newly-married couples are much more likely to get divorced than a couple
married two to three years. In fact, a large percentage of divorces
occur within the first two years. It is a sign of a society in serious
downward decline when the average marriage in America only
lasts about eight years.4
A practical, modern day definition of a marriage covenant is,
“A covenant intended by God to be a lifelong fruitful relationship
between a man and a woman. Marriage is a vow to God, to each
other, our families and our community to remain steadfast in unconditional love, reconciliation and sexual purity, while purposefully growing in our covenant marriage relationship.”5 This definition fits well with the scriptures. Let us now reflect on some of the
overarching principles that are the key to any successful marriage,
by going back to the genesis of the marriage covenant.
The Key Foundational Passage: Genesis 2.24–25
“Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother, and
shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall be one flesh. And they
were both naked, the man and his wife, and were not ashamed”
(Gen 2.24–25 KJV). From these verses, one can derive four pillars
necessary for a successful marriage. Understanding these pillars
will help us better discern the true nature of the marriage cove3

94.

C. Shedd, Letters to Karen On Keeping Love in Marriage (Avon Publishing 1971)

4 M. Irvin, “32 Shocking Divorce Statistics.” www.mckinleyirvin.com/Family-Law-Blog.
5

“What is a marriage covenant?” www.covenantmarriage.com.

FC Lectures 2017.indd 118

11/19/2016 9:25:54 AM

“Cleave to His Wife”

 119

nant and its component parts. This text illustrates the rich use of
covenant language and its inherent benefits.
The first pillar is severance. Moses proclaims that the man
must “leave his father and mother.” The idea is that there must
be a breaking of the parent/child bond and a readiness and willingness to leave one’s home in order to establish another. Clearly,
in this text, Adam and Eve are representative of the ideal family. Moses is not discussing Adam and Eve only, but all future
married couples. Adam was unique in that he had no physical
parents to leave and therefore, this statement is designed by God
for broader application. Years ago, it dawned on me that the first
marriage must have been a marriage made in heaven because
Adam had no mother-in-law! Seriously, a healthy marriage does
not struggle with meddling in-laws, and ideally, there are few,
if any, parent/child conflicts. This happens when independence
from father and mother is a foundational starting place for the
marriage commitment.
The second pillar, which relates specifically to our study, is permanence. Moses states, “a man shall leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife.” The word translated as cleave
here has the following meaning according to Vine’s:
The Hebrew word dabaq is rendered cleave here in the KJV, joined in
the NASB, hold fast in the ESV. and united in the NIV. It means “to
cling, cleave, keep close.” It is used in modern Hebrew in the sense
of “to stick to, adhere to”; the word yields the noun form for glue and
also the more abstract ideas of loyalty and devotion. It occurs just
over sixty times in the Hebrew Old Testament. The figurative use of
dabaq in the sense of loyalty and affection is based on the physical
closeness of the persons involved, such as a husband’s closeness to his
wife (Gen 2:24), Shechem’s affection for Dinah (Gen 34:3), or Ruth’s
staying with Naomi (Ruth 1:14). Cleaving to God is equivalent to loving God (Deut 30:20).6

It is noteworthy that the noun form of the word cleave in our
text is glue. Rest assured, this is not Elmer’s glue, but more like
6 Vines Expository Dictionary of Biblical Words (Thomas Nelson 1985) electronic
edition.
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super glue. This bond is not to be severed by man once joined. Jesus makes this plain when he quotes the Genesis text in Matthew
19.4–5 and concludes in 19.6b, “Therefore, what God has joined
together, let no man separate” (NKJV). Obviously, marriage is
designed by God to be mutual, exclusive, and for life. Ideally, the
marriage bond is only to be severed by death (Rom 7.2).
I have repeatedly, throughout the years, told Christian couples
that they must have the attitude that, except under extreme conditions of unfaithfulness, they should never consider divorce as an
option. Instead, the commitment involved in marriage should be a
true “burning of one’s bridges.” Toying in one’s mind with the possibility of divorce only makes divorce more likely to occur. Once
one party threatens divorce in an argument, the whole dynamic in
the relationship changes. The partnership is threatened. The result
now is that each party feels a need to emotionally withdraw in order to protect oneself from the hurt that would come from having
one’s spouse leave. The fear of being abandoned makes it very difficult for either partner to forgive and truly be one, and completely
devoted to each other again. This distance creates an emotional
separation that, if not resolved, can create the desire for physical
separation through divorce.
Ralph Walker says, “There are two things you must never do
prematurely, embalm and divorce. Please do not attempt to embalm me before my time, nor sever the marriage bond before it is
severed in God’s timing through death.” 7 Indeed, we must learn to
accept certain things as givens. There are certain physical characteristics we might like to change, but they are fixed, and we must
learn to be content with the way God made us. “We may wish we
did not have to face death, but our mortality and the day of our
death are things that we just have to learn to accept.” 8 It is a good
plan to view our marriages in a similar fashion. Choose your love,
and love your choice. Period.
The third pillar is unity. Moses continues, “a man shall leave
his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and they
7

R. Walker, “A Marriage Made in Heaven.” Recording of lesson from 1988.

8 Ibid.
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shall become one flesh” (NKJV). Unity is a process that is designed by God for our benefit. I appreciate the sentiment behind
the quote, “Marriage is two becoming one and the whole time you
are trying to figure out which one you are becoming!” 9 Covenant
unity is more than just uniformity, there must be a surrender and
blending of the wills. That is why a key to a successful marriage is
looking for mutual goals. “Love is not so much looking into each
other’s eyes, but looking in the same direction.” The goal in a spiritual covenant is not just to grow closer to each other, but to mold
each party’s will to God’s so the couple can grow closer to Him
as they grow closer to each other.10 In covenant marriage, there
is a true love triangle, with God at the top. As each party at the
bottom grows closer to God, the triangle becomes smaller and the
relationship more intimate among all three parties—the man, the
woman, and their Creator. Years ago, I came across a piece of prose
by an anonymous source entitled Unity, which eloquently expresses the threefold nature of God’s marriage covenant. Listen for the
special bond and important roles of the man, the woman, and their
God who is at the center of the marriage covenant.
Unity
Man satisfies the woman;
Woman satisfies the man;
God blesses the union.
Man plants the seed;
Woman bears the child;
God gives the spirit.
Man sets the discipline standards;
Woman sets the love standards;
God balances discipline with love.
Man is the bread winner;
Woman is the bread warmer;
God is the bread provider.
Man is woman’s hero;
Woman is man’s cheerleader;
God is the coach.
Man leads as the woman’s head;
9 J. Clark, Florida College chapel talk c. 1980.
10

E. Wheat, Love Life for Every Married Couple (Zondervan 1980) 130–150.

FC Lectures 2017.indd 121

11/19/2016 9:25:54 AM

122 

Brent Hunter

Woman follows as the man’s body;
God makes them become one flesh.
Man presents a picture of Christ;
Woman presents a picture of the church;
God makes them joint-heirs.

The fourth pillar is intimacy. Moses concludes by saying that
they were “both naked and not ashamed” (NKJV). This is literal
of course, but much broader than just physical oneness. In God’s
plan, spiritual oneness is true intimacy and complete honesty.
This makes for a truly authentic and close relationship based
upon truth. When a couple can be totally open with each other’s
faults, yet each party knows that they are still loved, then they
can discover the blessings of God’s marriage covenant as He designed it.
Contrasting the Marriage Covenant with a Contract
Perhaps one of the best ways to understand the true nature of a
marriage covenant is to contrast it with a contract. A contract “is
an agreement between two or more parties, especially one that is
written and enforceable by law.”11, 12 The following three distinctions between a covenant and a contract will serve as the basic
foundation for this discussion.13
First, a covenant is based on trust, while a contract is based
upon distrust. Isn’t that why we often demand in the business
world that a lawyer look over the fine print of the contract we are
about to sign? We want to make sure our interests are protected.
There is an understandable inherent mistrust in such “arm’s length
transactions.” In contrast, a marriage relationship should be anything but arm’s length. It is designed by God to be close and based
upon love and trust.
Sadly, prenuptial agreements are becoming more and more
common, in part, because the marriage contract of today is of11

“What is a marriage covenant?” www.covenantmarriage.com.

12

Wex Legal Dictionary/Encyclopedia/LII (Legal Information Institute 2016) 1.

B. Gothard, The True Significance of the Wedding Covenant (Institute in Basic
Life Principles 1985) 9.
13
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ten filled with fear that after the “I do” one party will choose
to divorce the other and take advantage of the aggrieved party
financially. Honestly, one should never walk down the aisle with
someone they feel is untrustworthy. The most bizarre prenuptial
agreement occurred when actress Catherine Zeta-Jones signed
an agreement with Michael Douglas that would pay her $5 million each time he is unfaithful to her.14 I cannot imagine entering
into marriage with the understanding that your future spouse
will likely cheat on you, but if he or she does, it will cost them $5
million. This absurdity occurs when a sacred marriage is turned
into a mere secular contract.
Second, a covenant is based on unlimited responsibility, whereas a contract is based upon limiting one’s liability. Indeed, much of
contract law is based upon limiting each party’s damages in case
of a breach of contract. Conversely, a great explanation of a true
covenant’s unlimited responsibility is God’s role in the Abrahamic covenant. Throughout most of the Old Testament, the descendants of Abraham failed to keep or even remember that they were
covenant people, and yet God never forgot them. For over two
thousand years He continued to discipline them and work with
them until He completed His covenant promises. Think about all
God endured for two millenniums to fulfill His covenant responsibilities. It is a divine demonstration of the unlimited commitment
involved in a covenant relationship.
The traditional marriage vows demonstrate this unlimited and
complete commitment with the well-known words: “for better or
for worse, for richer or poorer, in sickness and in health.” How different this statement is than the watered-down vows of today. I
could hardly believe my ears when I heard a bride and groom vow
that they would stay together “as long as they made each other
laugh.” Are you kidding me? The couple will only stay with each
other only until the other’s jokes get stale? That is certainly not
the basis for a long-lasting marriage, nor does it reflect any kind of
true commitment. Another modern vow replacing the traditional
14
H. Oliviero, “Prenups aren’t just for celebrities anymore.” The Courier Journal
February 26, 2004.
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“better or for worse” commitment reflecting unlimited responsibility is the conditional, “We will stay together as we both shall
love.” The problem with this is that it usually has reference to romantic sentimentality based upon feelings alone, which in the best
of marriages ebb and flow over time. A true marriage covenant
supersedes momentary feelings and rejects the popular superficial
romanticism that is hyped as true love in most songs and movies,
and yet so often leads to the divorce court.
Another watered down contractual type of vow that is often
heard in modern weddings is: “We will vow to be faithful to each
other as long as we meet each other’s needs.” This sounds better
than the others at first glance, but actually, it is nothing more
than viewing the relationship as a cost-benefit analysis. “If you
don’t do for me what I feel you should, and if at any time I feel
that you are not pulling your fair share, then I will leave you and
find someone who will give me a better deal.” Ironically, selfishness is at the core of this sort of contractual commitment, which
is the exact opposite of what Paul taught us should be the basis of
marriage. Paul stresses selflessness, a freely given kind of sacrificial love as described in Ephesians 5.22–25. “Wives, be subject
to your own husbands, as to the Lord. For the husband is the
head of the wife, as Christ also is the head of the church, He
Himself being the Savior of the body. But as the church is subject to Christ, so also the wives ought to be to their husbands in
everything. Husbands, love your wives, just as Christ also loved
the church and gave Himself up for her” (NASB). This is what
Vine’s has to say about the highest form of love that the husband
is commanded to have towards his wife:
“The basis of agapao love—the divine love demonstrated by Jesus
when He gave His life for us on the cross—is that of loving sacrifice.
Love can be known only from the actions it prompts. God’s love is
seen in the gift of His Son (1 John 4:9, 10). But obviously, this is not
the love of complacency, or affection, that is, it was not drawn out
by any excellency in its objects (Rom 5:8). It was an exercise of the
divine will in deliberate choice, made without assignable cause save
that which lies in the nature of God Himself. Compare Deuteronomy 7:7, 8. Christian love, whether exercised toward the brethren, or
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toward men generally, is not an impulse from the feelings, it does not
always run with the natural inclinations, nor does it spend itself only
upon those for whom some affinity is discovered.” 15

Jesus met our needs without resentment, even when He had to
“learn obedience through the things that He suffered” (Heb 5.8).
Third, a covenant is to be lifelong and not to be broken, while
a contract can be voided by mutual consent. The rainbow that
God placed in the sky was to be a sign of the covenant and remind
future generations that God’s promised covenant had no statute
of limitations (Gen 9.12–17). In a similar way, the wedding ring,
today, should remind the couple of their wedding covenant. As
the traditional marriage vows state, marriage before God is “until
death do you part,” not “until divorce do you part.”
I am convinced that the lack of covenant commitment lies at
the heart of most fractured marriages. Most couples have made
contracts with each other instead of a spiritual covenant with
God at the center. Usually, a contract is a 50/50 proposition with
certain demands and expectations, bargaining and negotiation.
However, this does not work well in marriage and often destroys
romantic love. The modern-day contractual approach to marriage
has failed miserably. James Q. Wilson, of the University of California–Los Angeles, observes: “Marriage, once a sacrament, has
become in the eyes of the law a contract that is easily negotiated,
renegotiated or rescinded. It is now easier to renounce a marriage
than a mortgage.”16 In contrast, a covenant marriage is based
upon unconditional love, the willingness to sacrifice your needs
for those of your spouse, and a steadfast commitment regardless
of what it costs to keep the commitment. Marriage is not a 50/50
arrangement; it is a 100 percent giving of yourself to your partner.
When you do, you will find yourself in the joyful pursuit of trying
to out-give each other. Do so and you will end up getting more
than you ever imagined possible. Such is the wonder of the mystery of God’s perfect love reflected in a marriage done His way.
15
Vine’s Expository Dictionary of Biblical Words (Thomas Nelson 1985)
electronic edition.
16

D. Cooper, “Marriage is a covenant, not a contract.” AFA Journal 18 (1999).
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Only in a truly spiritual marriage covenant can one voluntarily
give up one’s rights and still experience happiness.17
I believe the Covenant Marriage Movement expresses the main
differences between a contract and a covenant effectively and poignantly as follows:
“A contract says: I take thee for me.
A covenant says: I give myself to thee.
A contract says: You had better do it.
A covenant says: How may I serve you?
A contract says: What do I get?
A covenant says: What can I give?
A contract says: I’ll meet you halfway.
A covenant says: I’ll give you 100% plus.
A contract says: I have to.
A covenant says: I want to.”18
In short, a covenant marriage is intended to be a lifelong relationship exemplifying unconditional love, reconciliation, sexual
purity, and growth. A covenant is an eternal commitment with
God. People can negotiate out of contracts, but not so easily out of
a covenant. The heart of a covenant marriage is “the steadfast love
of the Lord,” which comes from the very heart of God and “never
ceases” (Lam 3.22 RSV).
The Importance of the Covenant Vows
We have got to stop all of the broken vows, broken homes, and
broken hearts which are so common today. The place to start is by
counting the cost and understanding what it means to enter into
a covenant. Our vows must be taken seriously. The scriptures are
filled with admonitions that we keep our word (Num 30.2), and
that we be careful not to make rash vows because God expects one
to “pay that which thou vowest” (Eccl 5.2–7 KJV). This is especially true given the comprehensive, unconditional, lifelong commitment of the marriage covenant.
17

Ibid.

18

“What is a marriage covenant?” www.covenantmarriage.com.
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Dr. Clarke Warren, author of The Triumphant Marriage, expressed the importance of the marriage vows as a sincere expression of commitment this way: “Marriage demands toughness, and
toughness proceeds out of commitment. No marriage will ever be
stronger than the commitments that serve as its infrastructure.”19
Exactly. And those commitments should be articulated before God
and many witnesses in some really well-thought through vows.
Couples often commit to some hard-hitting, heavy-duty vows
before they get married. The vows said at the altar are excellent.
But still, many of these marriages end in divorce. So what went
wrong? In spite of the right vows being said, the vows are often
treated superficially, with the preacher left to put them in the ceremony. Often the couple is nervous, and they hardly think about or
realize the significance of what they saying.
I encourage couples to write their own vows or at least provide
input on what they want said on their wedding ceremony. Couples should save their ceremony and go over it at least once a year
on your wedding anniversary. It is important that what you have
vowed to each other be kept current and fresh. It is so easy to forget.
Couples who have been married many years should focus on
their current level of commitment, because often the vows seem
less vital and are less passionately held as time passes. Sadly, many
only vaguely remember what they said at the altar. One man in a
troubled marriage told me that all he could remember was that he
had to “stick it out no matter what, unless she commits adultery.” I
told him that is a part of a marriage covenant, but only the passive
part of not leaving. The most important part of the covenant has to
do with the positive aspect of his promises to her. Most marriage
vows commit to positively serve, honor, love, and cherish each other. I admonished him that if he had stopped doing those things, he
had violated his marriage vows even if he was faithful sexually. All
married couples should never forget the positive, radical part of a
marriage covenant.
What we need today, regardless of how long one has been married, is a thorough, insightful understanding and appreciation
19

N. Clark Warren, The Triumphant Marriage (Thomas Nelson 1995) 29.
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of our marital promises. The traditional marriage vows have six
parts: (1) I will love you as long as we both live (kindness, sacrifice);
(2) I will cherish and honor you as long as we both live (thoughtfulness, attentiveness); (3) I will be to you what a husband or wife
owes to a spouse (dedication to doing my part and meeting the
other’s needs); (4) I will take you as you are (acceptance); (5) I will
forsake all others (faithfulness); and (6) I will do all these things for
better or worse, in sickness and in health (unconditionally serve
and stay with you for as long we live).20
Wow. What do these mean, practically speaking? If we disagree, frustrate, disappoint, or hurt each other, or if I think I am
not getting what I deserve, I will express how I feel; but regardless
of hardship, I will keep my vows and be loyal to you.
We need to find a way to rehearse and review our covenant
promises regularly so that they remain fresh. Marriage vows are
usually spoken a single time, thus they have very little value in a
marital crisis. Instead of once-in-a-lifetime, Dr. Warren suggests
that at least once a week the couple find a moment to take a condensed version of their vows and say them to each other from their
hearts.21 Verbalized regularly over a long period of time gives them
tremendous power.
At first, I thought this was rather extreme, but then I reflected
upon our most important covenant relationship with the Lord and
how, in God’s wisdom, He has asked us to stop and remember our
covenant commitment to Jesus in a weekly Lord’s supper observance (Acts 20.8). Indeed, the more you can find new and creative
ways to affirm your commitment, the better. Recite your vows over
and over so that when troubles come, the brain will trigger new
ideas on how to fulfill the vows.
I have included a sample of my condensed vows to my wife,
Gail, below. She has a very similar one that she put together to say
to me. It has been an enriching exercise, which I highly recommend to any married couple.
20

Ibid. 35.

21

Ibid. 36–37.
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I PROMISE . . .
(A renewal of our vows from Brent to Gail)
I promise I will do everything in my power to help you get to heaven,to accept you, and to remain loyal to you always.
I promise to put you and our marriage second only to God and to be
open and honest with you always as we strive for oneness.
I promise I will cherish, honor, and support you in good times and
bad and strive to love you selflessly, like Christ loves the church, as I
meet your deepest needs.
I promise to pilot, provide, and protect you and our family and to do
these things unconditionally until death do us part . . . so help me
God.

Conclusion
Why is restoring the concept of covenant marriage so vital?
Because it reestablishes marriage according to its original design. It removes the purely horizontally bound reasons for marriage, and it brings us back to its original, vertical, God-centered
intention.
A true marriage covenant, first and foremost, must fulfill our
higher calling, our spiritual purpose. It is God’s will that each couple become one with Him and with each other, thus modeling the
oneness of the Father and Son and foreshadowing the oneness of
Christians with one another and God (John 17.20–23).
When we live ethically, lovingly, and godly, bearing God’s image as a family, we are successfully spreading His ways and His
image to a lost and dying world. Biblical marriage is designed to
share and practically live out the gospel message. “The wife’s submission mirrors the submission of Christ in serving others, and
the husband’s love mirrors the love of Christ in dying for others. Submission and love help comprise what Paul means by ‘the
mind of Christ’” (Phil 2.5).22 When a husband and wife submit
and love, they demonstrate the mind of Christ through their relationship, and that is a powerful way to glorify God and “adorn
22

D. Moyer, Facebook post (August 10, 2016).
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the doctrine of God our Savior” (Tit 2.10) as we present the mind
of Christ to the world.
“Beloved, if we all understood our marriages like this, we
would stop trying to be little gods in our tiny living rooms trying
to get our way and have our needs met, and instead would start
engaging the world together for His glory. We all want good marriages but what about a God-mission together? Instead of finding
fulfillment solely from each other (a dangerous idolatry), let us
endeavor to together find fulfillment and unity in God and His
mission for us.” 23
In summary, it is “not good for two people to have a great marriage, wonderful kids, great sex, a substantial retirement, and die
surrounded by a Norman Rockwell family, if they have not fulfilled
the ultimate purpose”24 of being a light in darkness, living for the
glory of God, and manifesting in their lives a marriage covenant
established in heaven itself.

23
R. Edwards, “My thoughts on covenant marriage” (e-mail correspondence
August 5, 2016).
24

Ibid.
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“Eat, Friends, and Drink”
The Spiritual Nature of the
Sexual Relationship
Mark Broyles
Where are you going? Many, if not most of us, have a fairly good
idea of how to deal with the prevailing approach to sexual topics
in our society. With so much focus on the concept of “consenting
adults,” we are constantly bombarded with issues such as homosexuality, bisexuality, and transgender issues, and we feel confident that the Bible is quite clear on condemning those practices.
The difficulty is not so much defining the practices that are unholy. God’s word condemns much of what our culture accepts and
now often even boasts about including those practices mentioned
above, as well as sexual relations before and outside of marriage.
Our problem is the dilemma we feel when trying to determine how
to deal with our attitudes about sexual questions and issues that
are not condemned. We struggle with what and how to feel about
the topic of sex as it relates to our faith and service to God. Lewis
Smedes wrote, “few of us are really sure how we feel within ourselves about how we actually feel and how we ought to feel about
the sexuality that is woven into the texture of our very beings.”1
What should we feel about the urges we have, the things that stimulate us both mentally and physically? What does God’s word have
to say on these things? We need to see the harmony of the scrip1 Sex For Christians (Eerdmans 1994) 3.
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tures that deal with celibacy (1 Cor 7), the creation of mankind
as male and female (Gen 1 & 2), and the poetic and yet intimate
language of Solomon (in the Song of Solomon). How can we harmonize the part of us that is so physically driven with the part of
us that wants to seek and serve God? In other words, is the spiritual side of us always at war with the body and our desires? The
reality is that our physical desires and urges and their fulfillment
coexist and can even be in complete harmony with our spiritual
service to God.
Whenever there is conflict between the desire to fulfill the
emotional and physical stirrings and our spiritual nature, we must
be distorting or corrupting either one or the other. Some early
writers struggled mightily with the idea that a person could be
truly spiritual while at the same time feeling sexual urges. Several felt that sexual relations were for no other purpose than procreation. For example, Augustine felt that sexual relations, even
within marriage, for the pleasure of the husband or the wife were
sinful yet forgivable because of the marriage. In his comments on
1 Corinthians 7 in The Good Of Marriage Augustine wrote,
The Apostle enjoined them not as a command but conceded as a favor, to have sexual intercourse even without the purpose of procreation, although evil habits impel them to such intercourse, marriage
protects them from adultery and fornication. For this is not permitted because of the marriage but because of the marriage is pardoned.2

He went on to write an additional explanation, “In marriage,
intercourse for the purpose of generation has no fault attached to
it, but for the purpose of satisfying concupiscence, provided with
a spouse, because of the marriage fidelity, it is a venial sin; adultery
or fornication, however, is a mortal sin.”3 He felt that man’s most
significant struggle with evil was his struggle with sexual desires.
In his Confessions he wrote at length about his own struggle with
lust, and that seemed to shape his thinking and writing on the
2 Quoted in E. Clark, St. Augustine On Marriage and Sexuality (Catholic University Of America P 1996) 47–48.
3 Ibid.
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subject. According to Augustine, when Adam and Eve sinned in
the garden it completely changed their nature. One major change
resulting from that sin was the inability of man to control our sexual organs. In fact, all the lust and passion associated with sexual
intercourse came about as a result of the initial sin in the garden.
It was his understanding that, prior to the fall in the garden, as we
can, by an act of will, raise our arm, control our legs to walk, or at
will take a breath that man could also have controlled his sexual
organs by the same act of will. He could not conceive that Adam
would have had sexual urges toward Eve prior to the fall. In The
City Of God he wrote, “The fact is that this passion had no place
before they sinned; it was only after the fall, when their nature
had lost its power to exact obedience from the sexual organs…”4
He described their relationship as spiritual and that any sexual relations would have been a matter of will rather than desire. Adam
would not have been excited or stimulated emotionally or physically by Eve. But rather, sexual union would have been an act of
will in order to fulfill the command to “be fruitful and multiply”
(Gen 1.28). Again in City of God he wrote, “In Paradise, then, generative seed would have been sown by the husband and the wife
would have conceived as need required, and all would have been
achieved by deliberate choice and not by uncontrollable lust” and
concluded that thought with, “As far as God is concerned, there
was no difficulty in making men in such a way that organs which
are now excited only by lust could have been completely controlled by deliberate choice.”5 Therefore it was Augustine’s position, as well as many since him, that in 1 Corinthians 7 the apostle
Paul is making the argument that it is inherently better and more
spiritual to remain unmarried, and that celibacy and virginity is
always the preferred state. Jerome said, “If it is good for a man not
to touch a woman, it must be bad to do so; and therefore celibacy
is a holier state than marriage.”6 Augustine indicated that if ev4 Quoted in E. Clark, St. Augustine On Marriage and Sexuality.
5 Quoted in Ibid.
223.

6 F. W. Farrar, 1 Corinthians. The Pulpit Commentary, Vol. 19 (Eerdmans 1950)
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eryone made that choice as he said Paul intimated in saying, “Yet
I wish that all men were even as I myself am” (1 Cor 7.7), it would
just bring faster realization of the end of time and an ushering in
of the ultimate glory of heaven.
Are there no circumstances that are the cause of Paul’s statements? Is it inherently more spiritual to remain unmarried? If Paul
was teaching, or as others teach, that celibacy is inherently more
spiritual then marriage in all circumstances would be in direct
conflict with very nature of God’s creation of man and woman.
Moses recorded, of the completion of creation, “God saw everything that He had made, and, behold, it was very good” (Gen 1.31).
This included the creation of man and woman and the command
for them to, “be fruitful and multiply…” (Gen 1.28). In the following chapter where more detail is recorded, we read that it was not
good for man to be alone. So God created Eve to be a complement
and completion to Adam. It is at this point that man receives instruction about this new relationship of being joined to the woman, “Therefore a man shall leave his father and his mother and hold
fast to his wife, and they shall become one flesh. And the man and
his wife were both naked and were not ashamed” (Gen 2.24–25).
These scriptures are not pitted against each other as if one passage is making an argument for one position and another passage
making an argument for a different position. Surely we must be
misunderstanding and misapplying either one or both. We could
be wrong on either passage, but it is not possible for the scriptures
to be at odds with themselves lest one of them be wrong. We know
that cannot be, so we must examine our understanding.
1 Corinthians 7
Paul addresses the idea of celibacy by using the phrase “it is
good for a man not to touch a woman” (1 Cor 7.1). “Epictetus used
this word to denote one’s marrying.” 7 Morris also agreed that “In
this context touch refers to marriage.”8 In some sense Paul cer-
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tainly says that it is “good.” According to Barnes the word “good”
in this place means, “It is fit, convenient, or, it is suited to the
present circumstances, or, the thing itself is well and expedient in
certain circumstances.”9 Vine defines it, “‘goodly, fair, beautiful,’
as of that which is well adapted to its circumstances or ends.”10
Paul seems clearly to be answering the Corinthians’ questions
and is providing information directly tied to the circumstances
they were presently facing. Although it is allowable and under the
present persecution even preferable not to marry and bring children into that environment, it is certainly not commanded. Nor
is it praised and an inherently better choice without regard to circumstances. As Marsh said, “He is not writing a treatise on marriage, but answering their questions within the context of current
attitudes and circumstances.”11 Marsh translated this place, “It is
well for a man not to touch a woman … meaning commendable,
but not morally or intrinsically better.”12 For Paul to speak here
about marriage in any disparaging way would not harmonize with
God’s statements about his own creation. It would also not mesh
with the words he wrote to the church in Ephesus. In Ephesians
5 Paul speaks very highly of marriage and refers directly to the
creation account in Genesis 2. Paul uses the phrase “but because
of immoralities” (1 Cor 7.2) or, “but because of the temptation
to sexual immorality” (ESV) to say that every man should have
his own wife. This thought would seem to indicate, given the way
that God created us with our desires and drives, that the normal
would not be to remain celibate. God created us with the sexual
drive that we have and gave instruction on how that drive should
be satisfied, in marriage, while yet remaining morally pure. Some
have the ability to remain continent, but certainly not most. It
was neither God’s design nor His intent to create us as sexless.
When Paul says that he wishes that all men might be even as he
9
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is, it is not a desire for all men to be unmarried. It rather appears
to be a statement wishing that they may have the ability to remain
celibate. This gift is not given to all but it appears to be a gift
that Paul possessed. Celibacy is not commanded nor is it even
preferable as a general rule. Paul speaks highly of marriage and
openly about the sexual relationship within that union. The sexual relationship exists not only for the sake of procreation but also
because of the very nature of our being. The desires that we have
and seek to fulfill are not a result of the fall of man. They are who
we are, as God created us. Marriage is the context in which sexual
fulfillment can be proper and completely pure and holy. “In marriage, the sensuous impulse, by being controlled and placed under
religious sanctions is refined and purified … Instead of being any
longer the source of untold curses to mankind, it becomes a condition of their continuance and an element in their peace, because
it is then placed under the blessing of God and of his church.”13
Pleasure and Holiness
Are my pleasure and my holiness inherently contradictory to
one another? Is it possible that God created us with strong urges
and desires that can be richly fulfilled and yet our holiness not
be tainted? Yes, it is not only possible, it is true. I am not saying
that God created me solely for the purpose of my pleasure. The
concept of “surely God would want me to be happy” is not in and
of itself wrong. The problem is that it is often moved to the top of
our priority list when it is clearly not at the top of God’s priorities
for us. When a man or woman uses this idea to justify a sexual
relationship outside of marriage they have placed their happiness
above God. God is not opposed to us being happy. He has given
us so many gifts that can bring us great happiness and fulfillment. Think of the pleasure and satisfaction you may feel after a
particularly good meal. Solomon commends the idea of receiving
the gifts of God with pleasure including your wife, “Enjoy life
with the woman whom you love all the days of your fleeting life
which He has given to you under the sun” (Eccl 9.9). The problem
13
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is not that we enjoy the gifts of God. The problem is when we
make the enjoyment or our pleasure the goal. Does God want us
to be “happy”? I think the answer is “yes,” but first and foremost
God wants us to be holy. It is the fact that man has made the
pursuit of his own pleasure the goal that has caused many distortions of the nature of the sexual relationship. The fact that it
is pleasurable does not mean that pleasure is its only purpose any
more than the fact that sex can and does produce children means
that procreation is its only purpose. If sex is God’s creation, and
it is, then it is good. However, there must be something more
than just the pleasure and procreation. There must be something
more spiritual about its nature.
The Spiritual Nature of Sexuality
The Bible does not treat the idea of sexuality as if the subject
is separate from the rest of who we are as created beings. It takes a
much more holistic approach with our sexuality being an integral
part of our nature. God created us male and female, with male
and female parts. Gender is neither an accidental nor a social determination. It is a part of the creation that God determined to
be “very good.” Although we live in a culture that does all it can
to confuse that design, it does not change the fact that God intended that man and woman be complementary beings in every
way. There can be no doubt that when Adam saw Eve in her nakedness he could immediately perceive that she was different in
many ways. The Bible deals with sex in its much larger context
of holiness and faithfulness before God. Within the boundaries
that God intended sex is pure, holy, and honorable. The writer
of Hebrews expressed this when writing, “Let marriage be held
in honor among all, and let the marriage bed be undefiled” (Heb
13.4). The Bible affirms the goodness of the sexual relationship as
a gift of God. The Song of Solomon has much erotic and explicit
imagery about the physical intimacy that is to be enjoyed to its
fullness within the marriage relationship as God intended. Solomon writes about the freedom of the man to enjoy the physical
attributes of his wife, “How beautiful are your feet in sandals, O
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prince’s daughter! The curves of your hips are like jewels, the work
of the hands of an artist. Your navel is like a round goblet which
never lacks mixed wine; Your belly is like a heap of wheat fenced
about with lilies. Your two breasts are like two fawns, twins of
a gazelle. … How beautiful and how delightful you are, my love,
with all your charms! (Song 7.1–3, 6). The language and its descriptions are strange to us but there is no doubt that there is a
focus of the man’s attention on the shape and beauty of the wife’s
body. He is totally enamored with her as he describes in chapter 4.
He speaks of her eyes and her hair (v 1), her teeth (v 2), her lips and
her mouth (v 3), her neck (v 4), her breasts (v 5), and the sweetness of her lips and the “milk and honey” under her tongue (v 11).
After describing her as a valuable garden full of the most beautiful and succulent fruits he writes, “Let my beloved come into his
garden and taste its choice fruits. I came to my garden, my sister,
my bride, I gathered my myrrh with my spice, I ate my honeycomb
with my honey, I drank my wine with my milk. Eat, friends, drink,
and be drunk with love!” (Song 4.16; 5.1). God is not ashamed of
the pleasure a man finds in, and the desires he has for, his wife’s
body. He created both her form and his desire.
This is one of the gender differences that is God-given. Sometimes women will be ashamed of or even resent their husband’s
sex drive, but every woman should understand that the drive
is God-given. Men are more visually stimulated than are most
women. God understands this because, as stated above, it was His
idea. In Proverbs we read, “A lovely deer, a graceful doe. Let her
breasts fill you at all times with delight; be intoxicated always in
her love” (Prov 5.19). God created the female form in order to give
an outlet to the drive He put within man. What about the wife?
Does she not also find pleasure in her husband and his physical
nature? She has quite a description of him as well. He is dazzling
and ruddy, his head as gold, his hair, his lips, his eyes, his hands,
his legs, etc. (Song 5.10–16). She says, “I am my beloved’s, and his
desire is for me. Come, my beloved, let us go out into the fields and
lodge in the villages; let us go out early to the vineyards and see
whether the vines have budded, whether the grape blossoms have
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opened and the pomegranates are in bloom. There I will give you
my love” (Song 7.10–12).
God could have made mankind differently than He did, but He
chose not to. We could have been made without gender but we
were not. We could have been made so that sex produced children
but was not physically pleasurable, but we were not. We are both
spiritual and sexual creatures and God intended that both these
attributes be harmonious. We are to honor God with our bodies.
Within the context of marriage God intended that we express our
love toward each other and enjoy the gift of our spouse physically,
emotionally, and spiritually.
Why did God make us sexual? Image of God? If there is something more than the physical pleasure and more than just procreation, what could it be? Herein lies the true beauty of God making
us as sexual beings. It is difficult to see the true spiritual significance of this due to the culture that we are in and the ideas and
images that we have been bombarded with. One counselor referred to this dilemma as the “pickle principle.” The idea is that
cucumbers are put into a brine of vinegar, salt, and spices. If you
were to pull one out immediately, it would still be a cucumber. But,
left in the brine it will become a pickle. We have been in the brine
of this culture so long that it may be changing who we are. We
need to get out of the brine that has changed the purity of God’s
design by making our pleasure and desire the main goal. It is that
thinking that is behind much of the sexual deviation our culture
has now accepted as “alternative,” but still normal. God has a higher purpose for sex. If the highest purpose of sex is pleasure, people
become just objects of desire and fulfillment. This is an affront to
God who places great value on all humans. The fact that we were
created in His image cannot be taken lightly. We have something
of God in us and we must understand that everything He created
in us is not only “very good,” but should help us understand Him
better and be ever drawn to Him.
The higher purposes for the sexual union include the family.
G.K. Chesterton wrote, “Sex is an instinct that produces an institution; and it is positive and not negative, noble and not base,
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creative and not destructive, because it produces this institution.
That institution is the family; a small state or commonwealth
which has hundreds of aspects, when it is once started, that are
not sexual at all. It includes worship, justice, festivity, decoration,
instruction, comradeship, repose. Sex is the gate of that house;
and romantic and imaginative people naturally like looking
through a gateway. But the house is very much larger than the
gate. There are indeed a certain number of people who like to
hang about the gate and never get any further.”14 Sex is not the
end itself. God created it knowing the good that could be accomplished when it was enjoyed in its proper context of marriage. C.
S. Lewis understood this when he wrote, ““The monstrosity of
sexual intercourse outside of marriage is that those who indulge
in it are trying to isolate one kind of union (the sexual) from all
the other kinds of union which were intended to go along with it
and make up the total union.”15 The proper view of sexuality has
to be in context. In Genesis 2 God instructed that man would
“leave his father and mother,” “cling to his wife,” and the “two
shall become one flesh.” These are all relationship statements
about leaving one relationship and pursuing a new one. It is a
new lifelong relationship. It is a relationship of continual pursuit.
The goal of that relationship is true oneness. God uses the sexual
union to help solidify the bond between husband and wife. Although this author does not profess to have expertise in the medical field as it regards this subject, there are several studies that
are very interesting regarding how sex creates a bond through
the release of hormones. Larry Young, a professor of psychiatry at
Emory University in Atlanta, who studies the role of oxytocin in
social bonding said, “When you’re first becoming intimate, you’re
releasing lots of dopamine and oxytocin. That’s creating that link
between the neural systems that are processing your facial cues,
your voice and the reward system.”16 Oxytocin was used in several studies trying to determine why, possessing such a strong sex14
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ual drive, so many men remained faithful to one relationship. Dr.
René Hurlemann, executive senior physician from the Bonn University Medical Center, notes that “an important role in partner
bonding is played by the hormone oxytocin, which is secreted in
the brain.”17 The studies indicate that there is clearly an emotional bonding associated with Oxytocin and other hormones that
are secreted during intimacy. Dr. Hurlemann says their findings
show how oxytocin’s effects are “very similar to a drug”18 for couples in a permanent relationship. Clearly for godly couples fidelity
is a strong mental and spiritual decision based on our trust in
God and His word. But these studies would indicate there might
also be a strong physical reason for this bonding. Jesus said, “the
spirit is willing but the flesh is weak” (Matt 26.41). What a great
thought that in His great wisdom, God would have created us in
a fashion that becoming “one flesh” physically did much to help
us truly become one in spirit more completely. The sexual relationship is a part of that oneness process, but it goes much deeper
than the physical act itself. The Message, Eugene Peterson’s paraphrase of the Bible, states it this way:
There is more to sex than mere skin to skin. Sex is as much spiritual
mystery as physical fact. As written in Scripture, “the two shall become one.” … We must not pursue the kind of sex that avoids commitment and intimacy, leaving us more lonely than ever—the kind of
sex that can never “become one.” There is a sense in which sexual sins
are different from all others. In sexual sin we violate the sacredness
of our own bodies, these bodies that were made for God-given and
God-modeled love, for “becoming one” with another. (1 Cor 6.16–18)

In the striving for oneness with our spouse, there has to be
something we can see of God. When we examine God reaching
out to man in the New Testament, John starts with the beginning,
“In the beginning the word was with God and was God” (John
1.1). He then describes the method by which God chose to be associated with man in the plan providing salvation. God became
man and the wording chosen is, “the word became flesh” (John
17
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1.14). Jesus, seeking to save the lost, became completely one with
us. The communion of God and man could not be any more intimate. Jesus, fully understanding as he is, was “one who in every
respect has been tempted as we are, yet without sin” (Heb 4.15).
Being created in the image of God the first command that man
received was to engage in the sexual union, “be fruitful and multiply” (Gen 1.28). God is spirit and therefore not a sexual being, but
there still seems to be significance to this. This sexual union was
a part of the bonding to bring a husband and a wife into the most
intimate communion possible. Paul also uses the idea of the oneness of Genesis 2 to make a reference Christ and His church. “This
mystery is great; but I am speaking with reference to Christ and
the church” (Eph 5.32). When a husband and wife come together in sexual intimacy they mirror something of the beauty and
glory of God’s creation in a way that no other creatures can. The
poet Wendell Berry explains, “The sexuality of community life…
is centered on marriage, which joins two living souls as closely
as, in this world, they can be joined.” He continues, “This joining
of two who know, love, and trust one another brings them in the
same breath in the freedom of sexual consent and into the fullest
earthly realization of the image of God. From their joining, other
living souls come into being, and with them great responsibilities that are unending, fearful, and joyful.”19 When we examine
the life of Jesus on earth, He speaks often of the oneness that He
and the Father share. That picture of oneness with its deep love
and intimacy and the display of complete selflessness is a great
example of the oneness that we can mirror in our marriages. Just
as God is relational, man was created as a relational being. The
picture that Paul paints in Ephesians 5 of Christ and His church is
a perfect portrayal of the intimacy that should be shared by husband and wife. Paul explains how the wife should live toward her
husband in order to serve as a type of the church and how the
husband is to live so as to be a type of Christ. There is much more
to our sexuality than avoiding immorality. We need to live out
our sexual lives in harmony with God’s design, in a God-honoring
19
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and spouse-honoring fashion. We seek to draw closer to God as
we draw closer to each other through our marriage. “Sexuality is
the human drive toward intimate communion. Beyond the glandular impulse, the human sexual urge is always toward another
person.”20 We are drawn to and in pursuit of the other person.
We want to share not only our bodies but also ourselves with that
person. We want to trust and to be trusted. We want to share and
receive true intimacy. We mirror the image of God most perfectly
when we demonstrate loving relationships. There is no aspect of
our marriage that better exemplifies the concept of oneness than
in the sexual union. “Sexual intercourse, at its best, is an epitome
of the responsive life of persons in communion.”21 As designed by
God it is sacrificial, permanent, loving, and exclusive. It may well
be the best physical parallel of the complete unity shared within
the Godhead, which is why this can never be accomplished in premarital or extramarital sexual relationships.
It is critically important that both the husband and the wife
understand the importance of the spiritual nature of the sexual
union in marriage. We are often in danger of allowing our culture
to shape us. That happens in two ways. Either we conform to the
culture itself, or we react so strongly to our culture that we swing
the pendulum too far the opposite direction. With our culture being so strongly self-centered and pleasure seeking, we know that
we cannot conform. But on the other hand if we are so repulsed
by our culture that we see sex, even within the context of marriage, as something sinful, dirty, or shameful, we miss the beauty
of the gift that God has provided. If the husband, for example,
should become overly focused on the pleasure associated with the
physical act, he will have a tendency to devalue or objectify his
wife. As he pursues his wife, even as Christ pursued the church,
he should express his sacrificial love, nourishing and cherishing
her. The wife also must understand that to submit to a husband in
everything, including the sexual union, is in no way demeaning.
His desire for her and her willingness to submit to that desire is
20
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not dirty or shameful. It is God-given and she should appreciate
it for what it is and what it does. Both should express themselves
openly, fully, and lovingly as they mutually enjoy one of the glorious gifts of God. They can enjoy a gift that mirrors the very picture of communion and intimacy that the Godhead possesses and
has designed in us.
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This lecture on the holiness of human sexuality is presented as
part of a series on the recovery of a more biblical understanding
of the divine design of human sexuality, marriage, and family. As
such, it should be noted that some of the other lectures establish
certain fundamental points that are essential background for the
present lecture: (a) the comprehensive, perverse oversexualization
of our culture that corrupts even Christians’ perceptions of what
is “normal;” (b) our culture’s preoccupation with the physical and
material to the point of practically excluding the spiritual dimension altogether; and (c) our society’s radical individualism, interpreting “freedom” as unrestrained licentiousness to indulge in
whatever one desires. However, the one other lecture to which this
lecture is most closely related is the one immediately preceding
it, “The Spiritual Nature of Sexuality” by Mark Broyles, demonstrating how sexual relations transcend the merely physical to the
supremely spiritual and recovering the biblical emphasis on sexual
relations as holy and honorable.
If most Christians were honest with themselves, “holy sex”
sounds like the greatest of all oxymorons. In any number of church
buildings, the word “sex” is yet to be mentioned (unless it is spelled
“sects”), being considered a taboo topic for public proclamation.
However, even in the privacy of the home, many Christian parents
fail to educate their own children on God’s design for human sex-
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uality, abdicating that responsibility to our humanist educational
system, our godless media, and our secular culture at large. In addition, many Christians have bought into the dualism of Hellenistic philosophy, which separates the spirit from the body to such
an extent that only the former is “spiritual” and the body is disregarded or even disdained. This contributes to the unbiblical notion
that sex is “dirty,” part of Satan’s domain, and that if one wants to
be truly “holy” and “spiritual,” abstinence is the only legitimate option; marriage is treated as a necessary evil, a second-rate accommodation to human weakness incapable of producing holiness, but
(perhaps) preventing worse evil.
Such is the error to the one extreme that the previous lecture
sought to address—an unbiblical suspicion of marriage and a begrudging acceptance (if at all) of sexual relations within marriage.
On the other side of the coin, the present lecture attempts to address
the opposite extreme— Christians enthusiastically embracing marriage as the divine remedy for sexual misconduct, the panacea for
all sexual temptation or, worst of all, God’s imprimatur to indulge in
selfish human lust. All that was thought to be morally vile and filthy
is suddenly justified by the signing of a legal document.
First, we will consider the issue of holiness as it relates to the
sexual act, both in terms of (a) what the Bible establishes as the
proper context for such sexual activity, and (b) what two frequently misunderstood texts (1 Cor 7.1–16 and 1 Thess 4.3–8) contribute directly to the topic of holiness and the sexual act. Second, we
will consider the issue of holiness as it relates to our sexual nature,
which is the reality of all Christians regardless of marital status,
addressing (a) the divine purpose for the sexual nature of all humans; (b) the divine principle of purity by which the sexual nature
of all people must operate; and (c) the divine guidelines for how
each one lives out their sexual nature in practical terms, whether
married or not.
Holiness and Our Sexual Activity
The Context of Holy Sexual Activity. The fundamental reality
that defines us as human beings is that we have been created in the
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image of God (Gen 1.26–28), and while there is some debate as to
what that may mean exactly (e.g., man has a spirit, possesses freewill to choose), the essence of our humanity boils down to the fact
that we were created as relational beings, that is, for the purpose
of nurturing genuine personal relationships. This is seen in the
fact that God Himself is fundamentally defined by His love (1 John
4.8, 16), the attribute that embraces all other attributes (Col 3.14),
meaning that God is first and foremost a relational Being. Therefore, it comes as no surprise that the Great Commandment is love
for God (Deut 6.4–5) and love for one another (Lev 19.18), as Jesus
affirmed (Matt 22.34–40; Mark 12.28–31; Luke 10.25–28), even
explaining that the entirety of God’s revelation could be summed
up in these two commands. Paul states the case even more directly,
twice arguing that the command to love one another summarizes
every other command (Rom 13.8–10; Gal 5.13–14; this may also
be James’ point in Jam 2.8 in declaring Lev 19.18 the “royal law”).
Clearly, Paul is not contradicting Jesus on this point, but is emphasizing as Jesus himself did that our love for God is actually reflected in how we treat our fellow man (Matt 25.31–46), for one cannot
claim to love God while hating his brother (1 John 4.20–21).
While both Jesus and Paul state the matter in quite simple
terms, the implications of their claims are staggering and have particular relevance to modern concepts of human sexuality. We can
conclude nothing less than that the entirety of human existence
operates exclusively within the boundaries of human relationship,
governed by the overriding principle of this divine love, so that every action, word, and thought in some way impacts those around
us. The illusion of personal freedom as license to indulge oneself,
unencumbered by any sense of responsibility or connection to others, is exposed as one of the fundamental deceptions of Satan to
undermine God’s very purpose for creating us. The Bible turns our
focus away from this worldly philosophy of self-centered freedom
in doing anything we please and re-orients our focus to the divine
philosophy of slavery to serve others without regard to what they
deserve. The single moral requirement to which this world still appears to cling, namely that we are free to do what we feel like as
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long as we don’t harm others, is rejected in favor of a higher moral
code, moving beyond merely avoiding harm to others and insisting
on doing what is best for others (even to our own harm).
Even more astounding than the teaching of Jesus about human
relationships is the extreme example of his own life. Jesus embodied the true meaning of such “love,” the utterly selfless, sacrificial,
suffering serving of others who do not deserve such. In Christ we
witness a living demonstration of the multiple facets of divine love,
manifest in perfect patience, perfect humility, perfect kindness,
perfect forbearance, perfect compassion, perfect forgiveness, etc.
However, not content to simply teach and demonstrate, Jesus calls
us to follow him in self-denial, self-crucifixion, and imitation of
him (Luke 9.23)! Those who would be disciples of Jesus, finding
the ultimate truth for which we were created and the only truth
by which we can be fulfilled and satisfied, must make themselves
slaves of all others (Mark 10.42–45). Therefore, we can “do nothing
out of selfishness or empty conceit,” but in contrast must humbly
consider others as more important than ourselves (Phil 2.3).
Among all the aspects of human experience, marriage is just
one among every other that operates within this divinely-designed
boundary of utter and complete selflessness, but it is unique in
providing an opportunity for a depth of selflessness and caring for
the other person to an unprecedented degree. For two Christians
who marry, each has already committed himself or herself to die to
self, but are now called upon to take that self-denial and self-crucifixion to the limits of human experience in the most intimate and
deep of all human relationships. It is no wonder that God uses this
relationship as an analogy of the close, intimate relationship we
should have with Him (Eph 5.22–33).
However, marriage seems to be precisely one of those areas
that even Christians feel justified in loosening the demands of
selflessness. Certainly when it comes to dating, it appears that
many Christians have simply adopted the worldly approach to
“sampling” the opposite sex with the only caveat being that one
must keep oneself “pure.” The dating process is pursued from a
self-centered perspective, with every encounter assessed by what
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it does for oneself. If problems are encountered, one merely dumps
the offending party and moves on to sample the next potential
mate. Amazingly, Christians have deluded themselves into believing that this self-centered approach that shortcuts difficulties instead of working through them will somehow successfully result
in a marriage commitment that is the exact opposite of everything
traditional dating represents: unconditional devotion to the other person, including the determination to work through any difficulties that arise within the relationship. Sadly, statistics reveal
that divorce rates among New Testament Christians are not significantly better than other religiously conservative people, which
may indicate that Christians do not perceive marriage to require
as unconditional and unselfish commitment as they once believed.
In fact, it is not uncommon to hear Christians express disbelief in the face of exhortations to unselfishness in marriage. After
all, it is asked, does not the relationship of marriage itself promise something to each one of us? Why in the world would anyone
get married unless there were something in it for oneself? When
one considers the powerful feelings of the spark of romantic love
within one’s own heart or the orgasmic pleasure of sex, it can seem
incomprehensible that one could speak of genuine unselfishness in
marriage. In addition, one might well ask, if marriage is solely focused on the other partner in the relationship and not on oneself,
what difference would it make whom one married? In that case,
surely the most ungodly and selfish spouse would provide the best
opportunity to practice genuine unselfishness without any remote
possibility of expecting something in return.
In response, it is important to recognize several truths. First,
the difficulty in attaining perfect selflessness does not nullify the
Lord’s instruction to deny self or his prohibition against doing anything out of selfishness. The divine demand stands. Second, none
of us has arrived at perfect selflessness, but each one of us is in
the midst of a process by which we are growing toward that goal.
God graciously accepts us where we are, but insists we increasingly
conform to His image. To paraphrase the words of the desperate
father in Mark 9.24, we should confess, “I am unselfish! Help my
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selfishness!” Marriage, rightly conceived as a tool for spiritual discipline, is uniquely suited for this challenge. Third, one should not
assume that unselfishness and personal benefit are mutually exclusive. In fact, one major benefit of utter selflessness comes from
the joy of losing oneself in serving another. However, the joy is not
the primary goal, but only a secondary result, just like the personal
benefit and joy we derive from serving God without allowing such
pleasure to dethrone God from His rightful place. Fourth, while it
is technically correct that the command to consider others as more
important than ourselves (Phil 2.3) equally applies to other people
(who should therefore consider us as more important than them),
to focus on that application of the command is almost inherently
self-contradictory to its purpose and meaning. Conceivably, there
may be the rare occasion where one is able to rebuke another for
his failure to obey Phil 2.3, motivated solely by spiritual concern
for the other’s well-being and utterly devoid of any whiff of self-interest, but this practically never happens. So while our spouse is
technically supposed to serve us selflessly and put us first, for such
a thought to enter our minds is in essence to turn our marriage
over to the service of Satan. Finally, one should exercise care in
selecting a compatible mate, but not for the reasons usually given,
which boil down to “what’s in it for me?” Instead, only when a relationship is reciprocated will that relationship blossom fully to realize its potential. This goal of reciprocated and fully experienced
love is how one justifies the biblical emphasis on Christian’s preferring one another (John 13.34–35; Rom 12.10; Gal 6.10; 1 Thes
4.9–12; 1 Pet 1.22), even though Christians love all people equally
and without condition (Matt 5.43–48; Luke 6.27–35).This is the
same reason one must exercise care in selecting what congregation to work with, not choosing a church out of a selfish demand
to be served, but wisely selecting that group of Christians with
whom one can most effectively serve (with all of the factors that
enter such a serious decision). Likewise, the theological reason one
chooses to marry is to open doors of opportunity for depth of relationship that would never be possible without the mutual commitment of unconditional love and trust.
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Therefore, the Christian who informs his world-view from
scripture will embrace that even his marriage is to be exercised
entirely within the parameters of total selflessness toward his
spouse. The challenge is all the more difficult for the male Christian, who must understand how to exercise authority in a radically
different way than that assumed by the world (Mark 10.42–45),
how to be the head of his family in an utterly unselfish manner.
And it may very well be that the male Christian faces another
significant challenge to selflessness: the sexual act itself that is so
easily co-opted for purely selfish pleasure that it may be the single
greatest challenge to one’s spiritual battle with self. Of course, this
is also the challenge faced by female Christians, but studies indicate that males relative to females struggle more with the physical
aspects of sexual behavior. How many, do you suppose, both male
and female married Christians, have successfully and consistently
engaged in sexual intercourse as a spiritual discipline, engaged in
totally unselfishly with thought of only serving and pleasing the
other? How many do you suppose ever even gave any thought to
the fact that this is what the gospel of Jesus demands?
Two Texts regarding Holy Sexual Activity. The celebration of
human sexuality in the Song of Songs (or Song of Solomon) and
the Hebrew writer’s observation in Heb 13.4 (“Marriage is to be
held in honor among all, and the marriage bed is to be undefiled”)
should be sufficient to restore a proper Christian perspective of
sexual relations as potentially honorable and holy within the confines of a committed marriage relationship. However, such holiness does not happen by default or accident, but solely through
the exertion of trusting obedience to the will of God. In fact, this
is the Hebrew writer’s point: he is commanding his readers to
pursue the goal of honorable and holy marital relations, which
would include avoidance of adultery (this instruction includes the
unmarried Christians as well, not only because they might marry
in the future, but also because even now they need to stay out of
the marital bed of others).
However, there are many other defiling influences that can sabotage an honorable and holy marriage relationship, such as jeal-
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ousy, bitterness, resentment, unkindness, and every other form
of selfishness. Self is the fundamental root of all sin, corrupting
and destroying the relationships for which God created us. Unfortunately, many Christians have failed to appreciate this point
when it comes to the sexual act, uncritically adopting the godless
perspective of the world that sex is self-evidently a matter of what
feels good for oneself. They think to themselves that God has fortunately granted a “sex exemption” from the claims of the gospel,
as long as such selfishness is confined to the marriage relationship.
Therefore, marriage is represented as God’s remedy for sexual lust
for those who are incapable of controlling themselves, with 1 Cor
7.2 and 7.9 cited as proof texts for this conclusion.
In order to have a better understanding of what the New Testament teaches about holy sex, two pertinent texts must be considered in some detail: (a) 1 Thes 4.3–8, a problematic text whose
significance is often overlooked when it comes to this subject; and
(b) 1 Cor 7.1–16, which is commonly misunderstood and misapplied to the current subject. Hopefully, it will be recognized that
both texts may be read in harmony with one another, as well as
with the rest of the New Testament.
1 Thessalonians 4.3–8: “For this is the will of God, your holiness: that is, that you abstain from sexual immorality; that each
of you know how to acquire his own vessel in holiness and honor,
not in passion of lust like the Gentiles who do not know God; that
no one transgress and defraud his brother in this matter, because
the Lord is the avenger in all these things, just as we also told you
before and solemnly warned you. For God has not called us for the
purpose of impurity, but in holiness. So, he who rejects this is not
rejecting man but the God who gives His Holy Spirit to you.”
The challenge of understanding this text may be recognized
from the two basic approaches the English versions have taken in
translating the most difficult phrase of 1 Thes 4.3–8 (Gk. skeuos
ktasthai, given above as “to acquire his own vessel”). The ESV, NIV,
NJB, and HCSB read “to control his own body” (cf. NRSV, NCV: “to
control your own body”), and similarly the NASB, NKJB, and NET
read “to possess his own body” (cf. KJV “to possess his body”). In
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marked contrast, the RSV and NAB read “to take [NAB: acquire]
a wife for himself” (cf. CEV: “respect and honor your wife;” GNB:
“to live with his wife”). Whichever view is correct, whether Paul is
talking about self-control of one’s body or how to acquire a spouse,
it is without question that Paul could have expressed either one of
those instructions much more directly and clearly. This text practically begs us to consider why he spoke so euphemistically or circuitously in this instance.
In favor of the “body” view, it is argued (a) that the Greek word
skeuos (“vessel”) is often used in reference to the human body
(Acts 9.15; Rom 9.21–24; 2 Cor 4.7; 2 Tim 2.20–21); (b) that an
exhortation to self-control would better fit the context as a universal application, unlike an instruction to marry a wife that would
necessarily be limited to the unmarried men in the Thessalonian
congregation; (c) that the use of skeuos of the wife would be demeaning in treating women like property and convey an unbiblical
view of marriage; and (d) that Paul may have used skeuos instead of
sōma (“body”) because it can be a euphemism for the male sexual
organ (1 Sam 21.5).
However, none of these arguments is particularly strong or
convincing. First, when skeuos is used of the human body, the context always indicates, with only one exception, what the body is
supposed to be vesseling. Significantly, the one exception is Peter’s
reference to the wife in 1 Pet 3.7 as a “weaker vessel,” serving to
reinforce the unqualified use of skeuos as a reference to the spouse.
Second, since 1 Thes 4.4 is not requiring marriage but merely exhorts the Christians to “know how” godly, biblical marriage is possible, the instruction remains universally relevant to all Christians,
male or female, married or unmarried. Third, the use of a property
metaphor for females can only be considered demeaning if it were
not mutual, but the “weaker vessel” of 1 Pet 3.7 in reference to the
wife implies the husband is also a skeuos, and the teaching of Paul
in 1 Cor 7.4 explicitly speaks of the mutual ownership and authority that each spouse has over the other. In addition, the property
metaphor of skeuos coincides with the additional property imagery of 1 Thes 4.6: “that no man transgress and defraud his brother
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in this matter.” Fourth, an equally plausible explanation for Paul’s
ambiguous wording in 1 Thes 4.4 is that Paul desired to make his
point more inclusively (as do 1 Cor 7.2–4; 1 Pet 3.7), using skeuos to
mean “spouse” without specifying gender, as would have been the
case if he had used gunē (“woman, wife”). While generic masculine
forms are still used throughout 1 Thes 4.4–8, they would still be
considered inclusive of the feminine, unless gunē were explicitly
clarified as the sole object of 1 Thes 4.4 and required all the masculine terms to be exclusively gender specific. Reading skeuos inclusively is the only interpretation that preserves a universal application of Paul’s teaching throughout the entirety of 1 Thes 4.3–8.
In addition to the weakness of the arguments offered in support
of the “body” view, compelling arguments support the reading of
1 Thes 4.4 as referring to the acquisition of a spouse. If this is correct, this passage will offer valuable insight into the very topic under consideration for this lecture.
First, the verb ktaomai predominantly, if not exclusively, means
“to acquire” (Matt 10.9; Luke 18.12; 21.19; Acts 1.18; 8.20; 22.28),
not “to possess” (except in the perfect tense: “having acquired”)
or “to control.” It seems preferable to build one’s interpretation,
especially of a difficult passage, on what one can be certain about
(such as the meaning of ktaomai), not on what is vague, ambiguous, or generic (such as the wide range of usages for skeuos).
This means that in the effort to understand the difficult phrase
to eautou skeuos ktasthai (lit. “his own vessel to acquire”), those
who begin by assuming skeuos means “body” and find themselves
having to massage ktaomai to accommodate their interpretation
are skating on pretty thin exegetical ice. If one retains the normal
sense of ktaomai, one obviously does not need to obtain a body,
but this well-attested usage of the verb would fit quite well with
acquiring a spouse.
Second, the reflexive pronoun eautou (“his own”) is consistent
with an emphasis intended to contrast with an alternative, that is,
to acquire your own vessel instead of somebody else’s. This better fits with the concept of acquiring a spouse for oneself rather
than taking someone else’s spouse, which also fits exactly with
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what Paul says in 1 Thes 4.6 (“that no one transgress and defraud
his brother in this matter”). The idea of exerting self-control over
one’s own body instead of somebody else’s would be such a peculiar point that one would have to argue that the reflexive pronoun
has lost its emphatic force and in this weakened sense only means
“his,” which is just possible. However, since its normal meaning
makes sense in the current context, there is no compelling reason
to read eautou with a weakened meaning.
Third, whatever skeuos ktasthai means, the most natural reading of 1 Thes 4.4–5 is that it describes an action that can either be
done “in holiness and honor” or “in passion of lust.” Obviously, one
exerting self-control (or “acquiring control”) over one’s body in lust
is an inherent contradiction, so either ktaomai has to be weakened
even further to something like merely “have your body” or 1 Thes
4.5 must be read elliptically, having dropped out the fuller description of what is the contrast to self-control in holiness and honor.
Once again, either problem is avoided by reading the text more
naturally as referring to how one might acquire a spouse, either
by God’s holy and honorable way or by the Gentiles’ selfish and
lustful way. Incidentally, this illustrates the danger of translation
exegesis, getting fixated on skeuos as meaning “wife” or even more
generically “spouse” as preferred above, when the point of the text
probably should be understood more broadly. Indeed, if we knew
more about Greek idioms, skeuos ktasthai might very well refer
to the taking of a sexual partner, whether married or not, so that
Paul can envision the immoral ways in which sexual partners can
be acquired (prostitution, adultery, concubinage, polygamy, incest,
bestiality, necrophilia, etc.), as well as the holy and honorable ways
God has designed sexual partners to be acquired, which could apply to those getting married initially or to those already married
each time they join together sexually.
Fourth, the entire paragraph appears to be structured around
a coherent and tightly-argued instruction about sexual purity. The
term “holiness” (or “sanctification”) appears emphatically three
times (4.3, 4, 7), but its contrast with “impurity” (4.7) and connection with the avoidance of porneia (4.3) frames the entire section
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in terms of sexual purity. In addition, the divine will for our sexual purity is expressed through five infinitives that occur in three
parts, and understanding the relationship of these three parts is
key to interpreting the entire section. While some propose that 1
Thes 4.6 turns its attention to business matters among brethren,
it seems best to read all three infinitive sections as related to the
overall theme of sexual purity. The phrase “in the matter” (4.6)
clearly connects this matter with the previous verses, not some
indefinite matter of business Paul has not yet brought up. In this
case, the defrauding of a brother would refer to all manner of sexual misconduct that harms our brother, perhaps adultery especially
(but also including fornication with someone’s daughter and, of
course, all fornication is a sin against the other sexual partner as
well). In fact, the three infinitive sections can best be explained
as a narrowing progression. The first infinitive, “to abstain” from
sexual immorality (4.3), states the general principle that all sexual misconduct must be avoided. The second and third infinitives
form a paired instruction, “to know how to acquire a spouse (4.4),”
that focuses more narrowly on the only manner in which sexual
relations may be engaged in with God’s approval and by which one
can maintain his holiness and purity before God. It should be noted that Paul does not command marriage, but only instructs the
Thessalonians in knowing how to go about engaging in sexual relations the right way. The fourth and fifth infinitives form another
paired instruction, “to not transgress and defraud” one’s brother
in the matter under discussion (4.6), that even more narrowly focuses on being careful that when one is acquiring a sexual partner,
one does not acquire what belongs to another. The relationship between avoiding fornication and marriage as the proper outlet for
sexual activity finds a conceptual parallel in 1 Cor 7.1–5.
Assuming for sake of argument that Paul is referring in 1 Thes
4.3–8 to Christians knowing how to enter into and maintain marital relationships that are holy and honorable, as reflected in Heb
13.4, there are definite implications for how Christians should
view marriage, and especially sexual relations within marriage.
First, Christians are explicitly forbidden from pursuing sexual re-
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lations within marriage on the basis of selfish, lustful passion, and
if there is any question about what that is like, it is precisely the
approach to sex that is characteristic of those who do not know
God. Second, engaging in sexual relations within the proper confines of a committed marriage covenant must be pursued in purity
(which itself implies the absence of contamination by self) and in
honor (which requires the elevating of the other over oneself). This
same bestowal of honor is emphasized in Heb 13.4 and 1 Pet 3.7. In
fact, although the “spouse” view of 1 Thes 4.3–8 seems preferable,
if Paul was after all merely referring to how one’s own body is to be
used in a sexual context, the above conclusions remain valid. The
only difference would be in how explicit Paul was in his teaching
on marriage specifically.
Now concerning the things about which you wrote, "it is good for a
man not to touch a woman." But because of instances of fornication,
each man is to have [sexual relations with] his own wife, and each
woman is to have [sexual relations with] her own husband. The husband must fulfill his duty to his wife, and likewise also the wife to her
husband. The wife does not have authority over her own body, but the
husband does; and likewise also the husband does not have authority
over his own body, but the wife does.
Stop depriving one another, except by agreement for a time, so
that you may devote yourselves to prayer, and may come together again so that Satan will not tempt you because of your lack of
self-control. But this I say by way of concession, not of command.
Yet I wish that all men were even as I myself am. However, each
man has his own gift from God, one in this manner, and another
in that. But I say to the widowers and to the widows that it is good
for them if they remain even as I. But since they are not exercising
self-control, they must marry; for it is better to marry than to burn.
(1 Cor 7.1–9)

While we cannot give an exhaustive analysis of this text, it
is important to acknowledge that the entire chapter of 1 Cor 7
is something of an anomaly. It is the only chapter in the entire
Bible that might be read as contradicting the otherwise uniform
biblical teaching on marriage: that marriage is “very good” (Gen
1.31), that it is to be celebrated (Song of Songs), that it is the train-
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ing ground for the church’s spiritual overseers (1 Tim 3.1–7; Titus
1.5–9), that it is an analogy for Christ’s relationship to the church
(Eph 5.22–33), that marriage is holy and honorable (Heb 13.4; 1
Pet 3.7), and that prohibition against marriage is a demonic doctrine (1 Tim 4.1–3). In the face of this overwhelmingly positive
portrayal of marriage in the rest of scripture, it is noteworthy that
on the subject of singleness and celibacy Paul merely offers advice
instead of commands (1 Cor 7.7, 25, 28, 36, 40). In addition, the
explanation for his unusual advice, which even contradicts advice
he gives in other contexts (1 Tim 5.14), appears to be unique to
Corinth in the form of the “present distress” (1 Cor 7.26) and the
“affliction” he wished to spare the Corinthian Christians (1 Cor
7.28). One must be careful in drawing a universal principle from
such a situational passage, especially if the conclusion is at odds
with the rest of scripture.
However, there are two rather common misapplications
drawn from 1 Cor 7 regarding marriage that bear upon our topic:
(a) that marriage is an inferior state of holiness or spirituality,
which has been addressed in the previous lecture; and (b) that
marriage somehow suddenly transforms self-centered sexual lust
from a vice into a virtue (or, at the least, it is no longer a vice).
There are several aspects of 1 Cor 7 that seriously call these conclusions into question.
For those who emphasize the superiority of celibacy, it is common to interpret the main point of 1 Cor 7.1–7 in light of its first
and last verses, that is it good (or better) for a man not to touch
a woman (7.1) and that Paul wishes everybody could be celibate
like himself (7.7), leaving 7.2–6 as something of a digression from
the main point, that marriage is a concession to the weakness of
the flesh. However, it is apparent that Paul’s emphasis is just the
opposite. The first verse is best understood as one of the Corinthian slogans that Paul references from the letter they had sent him
(7.1). On the one hand, this does not substantially alter the way one
reads the verse, because all of the other probable Corinthian slogans (6.12, 13, 18; 8.1, 4; 10.23) represent concepts with which Paul
agrees (at least in some sense), but on the other hand, Paul always
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qualifies the statements to such an extent that he clearly contradicts the way the Corinthians were using these slogans. Therefore,
while Paul would agree that unmarried Christian men (whom he
encourages to stay single) should not “touch” a woman, which in
this case refers to having sexual relations (LXX: Gen 20.6; Ruth
2.9; Prov 6.29; cf. modern English usage), he vehemently objects
to married people refraining from sexual relations (7.1–7) or getting divorced (7.10–16). It would appear that some at Corinth were
twisting Paul’s preference for celibacy and singleness, especially as
exemplified in his own personal life, into a spiritual demand instead of mere practical advice. Their view appears to be that if one
wants to be truly super-holy, (a) one should not get married to begin with (cf. 7.25–38); (b) one should stop having sexual relations
with one’s spouse if already married (cf. 7.1–7); (c) one should get
a divorce if celibacy within marriage is too difficult (cf. 7.10–11);
and (d) one should certainly divorce if married to an unbeliever
(cf. 7.12–16). In response, Paul’s emphasis in 1 Cor 7.1–7 is that
celibacy is not for married people, any more than singleness is for
married people (7.10–16).
Therefore, 1 Cor 7.1 is best read as a launching point for Paul
to address the Corinthian hang-ups about marriage and sexuality, while 7.2–6 is the heart of this response, as demonstrated by
Paul’s emphatic piling up of several imperatives. Paul responds to
the slogan that men should avoid sexual contact with women (7.1),
notably not with practical advice or personal opinion, but with apostolic commandments in the form of three parallel imperatives
that husbands and wives must have sex with each other. The first
of these, “have,” is to be understood in its well-attested usage as a
euphemism for sexual intercourse (Matt 22.28; Mark 6.18; 12.23;
1 Cor 5.1; LXX: Exod 2.1; Deut 28.30; Isa 13.16), as is clear from its
parallel to the other two imperatives in 7.3–4. Further complicating the interpretation of 7.2 is the fact that Greek has no special
terms for “husband” or “wife,” but one must judge such matters
from the context of anēr (“man”) and gunē (“woman”). Although
it is common to read 1 Cor 7.2 as both a prohibition against polygamy and a positive command for each male to acquire his own
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female (and vice-versa), that is, to get married, it is preferable to
read Paul’s instruction as saying that each husband must have sex
with his own wife and that mutually each wife is to have sex with
her own husband. It is noteworthy that this mutual relationship
is emphasized in all three verses, as is the sexual nature of the relationship, further demonstrating the parallelism of all three imperatives. This view also translates the terms anēr and gunē consistently as “husband” and “wife” throughout the section, which is
to be preferred. If 7.1 is not read as suggested here, one must deal
with Paul’s rather emphatic command that all people, both male
and female, are to get married, which is the exact opposite of either
Paul’s advice or his instruction in 1 Cor 7 specifically. The other
two imperatives, to “repay” what is owed (7.3) and to not “have
authority” over one’s own body (7.4), have generally been read
correctly as two additional references to sexual relations between
husbands and wives. A final imperative sums up Paul’s emphatic
instruction in this matter: “stop depriving one another” (7.5) of
sexual relations, apparently as a direct repudiation of the false notion of spirituality popular in the Corinthian congregation.
Next, it is important to address the rationale by which Paul
introduces the three parallel imperatives on marital relations in
7.2–4, that is, that the reason he teaches what he does is “to avoid
fornication (KJV)” or “because of the temptation of sexual immorality” (ESV). Coupled with the misreading of 7.2 noted above, this
makes it sound like Paul views the act of marriage to be an imprimatur or sanction for sexual lust, which is not a particularly high
view of marriage, not consistent with the absolute selflessness of
the gospel, and not recognizable as holy or honorable. However,
the word porneia occurs in the plural, which indicates distinct
instances of sexual immorality, such as those just discussed in 1
Cor 6.12–20. Also, while the causal conjunction dia (“because”)
may refer either forward or backward, it is most natural to understand Paul to be referring to past or current instances of sexual
misconduct, as opposed to anticipating either future acts of sexual immorality or just the general problem of sexual temptation.
In this case, Paul is warning that husbands and wives must fulfill
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their sexual responsibilities toward one another in complete mutuality as the only proper sphere within which to practice sexual
activity. Failure to do so provides an undue temptation (7.5), which
seems to have resulted in some frequenting prostitutes in Corinth
(6.12–20) or being guilty of other past or ongoing acts of sexual
immorality (7.2).
Finally, 1 Cor 7.8–9 is adduced to substantiate the common
misreading of 1 Cor 7.1–7, with Paul presumably telling the unmarried Christians that they should remain single and celibate as
he himself is, but that if they have no self-control, they must get
married instead of burning with their sexual passion. First, as a
minor point, Paul probably does not address those who have never been married until 7.25–38, where Paul uses the term “virgin”
repeatedly (but never “unmarried”), and Paul is addressing those
who are married (or who have been previously married) in 7.1–16.
The word agamos (7.8) was often used of the widower since there
was not a common Greek word for a man whose wife had died,
as he was not in the same type of peculiar social and economic
bind that a widow was. This would explain Paul’s specification of
the “widows” in 7.8, as he keeps up the mutual focus on both male
and female that he emphasized in 1 Cor 7.1–7. Also, the only other
place where Paul uses agamos is 7.11, where it refers to one previously married, suggesting he may be using the word not so much
in the sense of “unmarried” as “de-married,” whether by death or
divorce. Second, and more importantly, 1 Cor 7.9 should not be
translated “if they cannot control themselves” or “if they do not
have self-control,” as if these Christians lacked the ability to control their sexual impulses, but rather “since they are not controlling
themselves,” which once again points to past or ongoing instances
where these Christians have been engaging in sexual immorality.
Yes, Paul says that they should get married (or “must,” as it is an
imperative, but probably a permissive imperative), but this does
not necessarily mean that marriage is the remedy for sexual lust
and, in fact, several factors argue against this conclusion.
First, since there is no guarantee that the option of marriage
is open to all Christians (because it requires a willing partner),
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what are those Christians to do who cannot find a spouse? Are
they exempted from sexual lust, or are they forever doomed, inescapably trapped by their sexual lust? Second, experience makes
it clear that marriage alone does not solve the problem of sexual lust and may, in fact, exacerbate the problem, judging from
the number of middle-aged married men who are enslaved to
pornography and other sexual addictions. We certainly don’t do
young Christians any favors when we leave them with the impression that the sexual urges they feel so strongly as teenagers
will no longer be an issue after they get married (incidentally
putting more pressure on them to get married, expecting to find
the relief they so strongly desire). Third, the avoidance of “burning” referenced in 7.9 may not refer to burning with passion or
sexual lust, but to burning in hell as judgment for sexual sin. A
decision between these two legitimate options is not critical, although the view that sees the burning as referring to sexual lust
is perhaps more easily misinterpreted. Fourth, as was observed
with the common misreading of 1 Cor 7.2, the view that marriage
excuses or justifies sexual lust seems self-centered, dishonoring,
and incompatible with the gospel of Christ.
Instead, it seems preferable to read 1 Cor 7.9 as a reminder to
those Christians who wish to act upon their God-given sexual impulses that the only proper place to do so is within the realm of
a committed marriage relationship. Outside of those parameters,
or even within a marriage that is not relationally healthy, sexual
activity can represent nothing but sin, contrary to the very reality
of selfless, sacrificial, suffering, serving relationships that God created us for. In fact, in the final analysis, the only way to adequately
account for Paul’s emphasis on mutual reciprocity in the sexual relationship (1 Cor 7.2–4) is that the true spiritual nemesis to sexual
lust and selfish passion is not marriage itself per se, but this intense
commitment of absolute selflessness and utter otherness that God
intended for marriage,. After all, the real temptation of sexual sin
is not the experience of physical pleasure alone, but the deception
that we can enjoy the pleasure without the pain – the difficulties,
challenges, and hard work inherent in selfless relationships. It is
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the ultimate sin of substituting a perverted, counterfeit connection with others, while rejecting a genuine personal relationship
as God designed and demanded. So, married men lose themselves
in a fantasy world of pornographic images, lusting not so much at
the airbrushed and unrealistic images before their eyes as much as
they lust for a sexual experience without obligation, succumbing
to the allure of “what’s in it for me” for just one day, one hour, or
even five minutes. Adulterous relationships, lived outside of the
mundane world of real life, are always scintillating and exciting
for this same reason. God’s solution is that we bring our natural
sexual desires, as we do all our other God-given appetites, into
submission to His will, denying self and surrendering ourselves to
a sacrificial life of serving the other. Due to the depth of intimacy
involved, exercising these sexual impulses is confined exclusively
and permanently to one other for life.
Holiness and Our Sexual Nature
The Divine Purpose of Our Sexual Nature. It is an open question whether it is more difficult sexually to live single and celibate
or to pursue sexual activity in demanding, sacrificial selflessness.
As Paul says, different gifts are given to each one (1 Cor 7.7), with
none being spiritually superior to the other, and we all glorify God
with our bodies when we use them in accordance with His will
and purpose (1 Cor 6.19–20). What is beyond question, however,
is that those who are not in a marriage relationship must exercise
self-control, remain celibate, and make themselves eunuchs for the
sake of the kingdom (Matt 19.12).
All of this raises the question of God’s purpose in creating humans as sexual beings. From the wide variety of ways that lifeforms reproduce on this planet, it is obvious that the sovereign
Creator was free to design human reproduction in any way He
desired, so one can only conclude He did things this way because
He wanted to. Without an explicit revelation from God, it is not
possible to know exactly what God’s purpose was behind His design, but some guesses are clearly inadequate or miss the mark. For
example, sexuality cannot be equated with marriage, for people
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are sexual beings both before and after marriage, and many never
marry at all. Likewise, the purpose of sexuality is not exhausted
in biological reproduction, because sexuality begins prenatally
long before reproductive age and continues into old age long after
childbearing is no longer possible, and of course some are infertile
though still sexual beings. Then there is the fact that God created us with the capacity to experience such intensely pleasurable
sensations from sexual activity, which probably accounts for the
widespread and perennial popularity of sexual sins as one of the
primary ways humans pervert God’s blessings and rebel in sin
against His will and purpose.
At least part of the answer to this “mystery” (Eph 5.32) lies in
the fact that everything in creation ultimately points to the Creator, and all things related to humanity ultimately point to the
singular purpose for which God created human beings: relationship. Man’s sexual nature is not merely a biological condition, but
a pointer toward the spiritual, the transcendent. One clue to this
end is that no matter how vehemently modern man argues that human beings are nothing but biological organisms acting out their
natural impulses, none of us really believes it deep down. If in fact
we were no different from the animals, why do we not mate openly
without shame or guilt, or why do we insist on mutual consent for
sexual intercourse and condemn rape, or why do we not accept the
propriety of sexual relations with just anybody (relatives, children,
animals)? These sexual taboos are not merely the vestigial remnants of an outmoded morality, but are pointers to what scripture
affirms: that sex does not impact the body only, but also the heart
or spirit of man (Matt 5.28). This is why adultery is felt to one’s very
core as the betrayal that it is. This is why sex within something as
impersonal as the business arrangement of prostitution, while but
a pale shadow and counterfeit of the real thing, still very powerfully points to the oneness intended by God in Gen 2.24 (per Paul’s
argument in 1 Cor 6.12–20).
Given how a glimpse of the divine purpose still shines through
even in the midst of the most perverted and debased of sexual
activity, one can only imagine the power of sexuality as a truly
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transformative spiritual experience. Here one experiences total
vulnerability in safety and security, is loved in spite of one’s weaknesses and failures, and is driven to change in deference to the
other. Here one experiences in the deepest way possible what it
means to truly see another person, enslaved in rapturous fascination, in spite of all the flaws of the other. Here both parties give and
receive in mutual joy, give of their deepest selves, but experience it
as something gained instead of something lost.
Of course, marriage alone provides no guarantee that man’s
sexual nature will be expressed most fully in keeping with God’s
glorious design as a spiritually transformative instrument. However, marriage does provide the only possible parameter within
which such sexual activity can be spiritually transformative, providing the only opportunity for sex to be experienced without inhibition, fear, guilt, or deceit. The irony is that those who pursue
sexual activity outside of marriage, driven by the fear that they are
missing out on something marvelous, thereby cut themselves off
from the true marvel of holy sex as intended by God.
The Divine Principle of Our Sexual Nature. Because unmarried
Christians are also sexual beings, the exercise of our sexual nature
as single people can be equally spiritually transformative, although
in ways different from married people. Obviously, the way married
and unmarried Christians experience relationships differs (1 Cor
7.32–35), with the one who experiences true marriage gaining insights that the celibate brother does not possess, and just as surely the one who practices lifelong celibacy gains insights that the
married brother does not possess. But none of these differences is
spiritually superior to the other, and in fact the differences pale in
comparison to the similarities between married and unmarried
Christians. Common to both are the demands for sexual restraint,
respect for other persons, and sacrificial service to others, while
vulnerability to temptation, pain, anguish, despair, and loneliness
are common to both as well. In short, both types of Christians must
view their sexual nature as a spiritual struggle, part of the many trials of life for which we should rejoice as opportunities for character
development and spiritual growth (Jam 1.2–4; 1 Pet 1.6–9).
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The spiritual principle that is common to both married and
unmarried Christians is “purity of heart” (Matt 5.8). This is the
singlemindedness of devotion to God’s overarching purpose: human relationship uncorrupted by self, blossoming in full mutual
reciprocity. Marriage (or engaging in sexual activity specifically)
is not necessary to that end, as seen from the fact that marital relationships do not exist in eternity (Matt 22.30), but it can be a
powerful tool to assist in spiritual growth, if practiced biblically.
Likewise, much the same can be said for celibacy as a spiritual discipline. It is dedication to such purity in the heart that causes the
celibate man to reject the shallow and empty promises of sexual
fulfillment in superficial liaisons that will only result in leaving
him feeling guilty, more empty and disconnected, more desperate
and isolated. Likewise, such purity of heart motivates the married
man to reject the siren song of selfish gratification of sexual lust in
marriage, which also will only result in leaving him feeling guilty,
more empty and disconnected, more desperate and isolated.
God has called both the married and the unmarried disciples
of Jesus to the higher moral standard of purity in the heart, and
only a corrupted and unbiblical view of sexuality can allow us to
continue to entertain the notion that the path of singleness and
celibacy is “more pure” than that of marriage and sexual relations.
We need to eliminate this double-mindedness (Jam 1.8; 4.8), on
the one hand acknowledging the call of the gospel to selfless, sacrificial, suffering service of the other, while on the other hand still
thinking “but the married Christian gets to have sex,” adopting
the attitude of the world that sex is something inherently contradictory to such absolute selfless purity of heart. In fact, without
minimizing for one moment the great spiritual discipline of the
one who faithfully lives a celibate life, it may very well be that engaging in sexual intimacy in absolute selflessness is the single most
difficult spiritual challenge many human beings will face.
The Divine Practice of Our Sexual Nature. While it is pretty
obvious that purity of heart has not been encouraged in our society for quite some time, it is particularly alarming that such purity of heart has not been practiced very effectively even among
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conservative religious people who profess to follow Jesus, even
including New Testament Christians. The permissive grace promoted by evangelicals began the destruction and redefinition of
marriage many decades before the Supreme Court Obergefell decision on “same-sex marriage” in 2015, which in essence ruled that
there is no such thing as marriage. The reality is that such “cheap
grace” eviscerates our commitment to lead pure lives, dooming us
to constant failure with lust, pornography, divorce, etc., justifying
our behavior (even premeditatedly) that we will simply ask God
to forgive us (much like medieval Catholics purchasing an indulgence). Or, worse yet, witness the increasing number of professing
Christians that indiscriminately defend immodest clothing, masturbation, divorce for any cause, homosexuality, pornography, or
oral sex as acceptable and don’t even feel as if there is any sin for
which to ask God’s forgiveness.
Aside from the fact that we can either devolve to the point of
being incapable of genuine repentance (Heb 6.4–6) or sear our
consciences to call evil good (Isa 5.20), nothing is really going to
change in our culture, in our churches, in our marriages, or in our
personal lives until we return to practicing this higher moral standard of being pure in heart. This calls for purity in our actions, purity in our speech, and purity in our thoughts. It is not enough to
avoid porneia or fornication (especially when conveniently defined
too narrowly, as one of our former presidents did), but we must
keep ourselves away from all things “impure” (Gk. akatharsia; e.g.,
“dirty” books, jokes, movies, songs) or even “sensual” (Gk. aselgeia), if outside of the marriage relationship (note the frequency
with which porneia, akatharsia, and aselgeia occur together: Mark
7.22; 2 Cor 12.21; Gal 5.19; Eph 4.19–5.3; Col 3.5; 1 Thes 4.3–8).
Given the oversexualization of our culture and the constant bombardment of Western civilization with sexual images, how is a
Christian in practical terms to lead a pure life?
First, we need to recognize that Christians have lived faithfully within cultures even more sexually perverse and aggressive than
ours. For example, in Thessalonica every few weeks the entire city
would come to a standstill for ninety minutes as a religious parade
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passed through town, openly displaying some three dozen phallic
images. Our spirituality cannot depend upon how cooperative or
supportive our culture is of Christian values, but must be utterly
distinct and independent of culture. Second, it would be wise to limit our exposure to sexual imagery as much as is within our power.
This may require getting rid of our TVs, or at least watching television in a way that gives us more control over what we watch, especially in the elimination of commercials. It may require avoiding
certain stores or certain sections of the store, having our wives sort
the junk mail, stop going to movie theaters, etc. It is definitely wise
to have some effective means of filtering the internet that comes
into our homes, as well as filters for television and movies. However,
no matter how much we limit our exposure, we will inevitably see
something inappropriate and in that moment we will need the spiritual discipline to react correctly. Once again, our spirituality cannot
be as unstable as the serendipity of our circumstances. Third, it is
wise to have someone to whom we are held accountable, to whom
we can confess our sins (Jam 5.16), and in whom we have the trust
to make ourselves open and transparent (Eph 4.25). This has been
proven to be a useful hedge against pornography and similar sins.
Unfortunately, what all these wise measures have in common is
the manipulation of our external circumstances to facilitate an internal change. However, such an internal change is not automatic
or guaranteed, and it is not until that internal change occurs that
we can recognize the spiritual victory that is available to us. It is
when we eliminate the evil thoughts from our minds and substitute pure thoughts in their place (Matt 12.43–45; note the practical examples in Eph 4.22–5.2) that we can effectively overcome
the root spiritual problem of selfish lust. Not only will the external
symptoms of the sin be remedied, but the root sin itself. Nowhere
is this truth more needed than in marriage, which can be the ultimate manipulation of one’s external circumstances that gives every appearance of solving the problem of sexual temptation, only
to obscure the ugly truth about our selfish sexual lust.
Will we still fail? Yes, at least for myself I must confess how dismayed I am after all these years that sexual imagery still has such
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a powerful effect upon me. But thanks be to God that I still have
a choice: (a) to either succumb to despair and feed the insatiable
appetite of lust, surrendering myself more fully to being enslaved
by my own selfish sexual desires until I can no longer escape; or (b)
to repent and try to focus on the only thing I know that can truly satisfy, God Himself, drawing confidence and hope from each
small battle won and longing for the day when God, not I, will
complete the process of perfection (1 Pet 5.10). We should let God
worry about His end of this process and instead worry about what
God does ask of us: to begin the process of perfection. Here, we
are all called, both married and unmarried alike, to pursue purity
of heart in our single-minded goal of selfless, sacrificial, suffering
service of the other.
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“To the Unmarried”
Recovering Christian Friendship for Singles
John M. Kilgore
Two are better than one because they have a good return for their
labor. For if either of them falls, the one will lift up his companion.
But woe to the one who falls when there is not another to lift him
up. Furthermore, if two lie down together they keep warm, but how
can one be warm alone? And if one can overpower him who is alone,
two can resist him. A cord of three strands is not quickly torn apart.
(Eccl 4.9–12)

The wise writer of Ecclesiastes understood well the wisdom of
building a network of friends with whom to navigate life. It is not
wise to think that anyone can go it alone and do well. From the
beginning, God saw that it was not good to live solo.1 Some may
think that this observation applies only to marriage. But the scriptures and life’s experiences testify that it is a universal principle
applicable to the human experience both married or single. We
need another with whom to walk and grow if we are to reach our
greatest potential of real living.
Even though the dangers referenced in the Ecclesiastes passage
deal primarily with physical challenges (labor, injury, warmth and
safety), the principle of two are better than one and three is even
stronger, applies equally to emotional and spiritual needs. Our
current American culture, where in many cases physical dangers
1 Gen 2.18
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have been minimized, still cries out for spiritual companionship.
We look for our soul mate and often marriage is delayed or denied
if the one is not found. We seek out those of common interest and
belief and form groups and clubs from which to draw stimulation,
encouragement and fun.
The church is God’s universal answer to our need for others.
Throughout the New Testament, the common occurrence of the
one another phrase leads us to conclude that Christ established
a one another religion practiced and proclaimed by a one another
church. Note the picture that is painted of a Christian by these one
another commands:2
Regard as more important
Same mind toward (not haughty)
Subject to
Judge not
Show tolerance for
Preferring in honor
Same care for
Build up
Be hospitable to
Live in peace with
Serve
Comfort
Seek after that which is good for
Speaking truth to
Kind, tenderhearted, forgiving
Bearing with
Wait for
Greet
Speaking to
Stimulate
Teaching and admonishing
2 Phil 2.3–4; Rom 12.14–16; Eph 5.19; Rom 14.13, 15; Eph 4.1–3; Rom 12.9–13; 1
Cor 12.20, 24–26; 1 Thes 5.9–11; 1 Pet 4.9–10; 1 Thes 5.12–13; Gal 5.13; 1 Thes 4.16–18;
1 Thes 5.14–22; Eph 4.32; Col 3.12–13; 1 Cor 11.33–34; Rom 16.16; Eph 5.18–20; Heb
10.23–25; Jam 5.16; Col 3.16
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Praying for
Confess sins to
Christ knew that we needed one another and provided a relationship in Him where our needs could be met. For the married,
to exclusively establish and maintain kindred relationships to the
exclusion of church relationships is a mistake and for the single, it
is a disaster. Both errors explain why there are so many married
or single who never reach the zenith of their spiritual power. They
both neglect the very relationships intended by God to help develop us into mature Christians who place His kingdom and His
righteousness first.
The real purpose of life for both men and women is not to
be married and have children but to glorify God. 3 All men and
women can do that regardless of their marital state. In some cases, being single is the only way to glorify God.4 This is a hard
saying for our culture which many in and out of the church do
not accept. Many have accepted the prevailing fallacy that not to
marry and enjoy sexual privileges is a fate worse than death, and
a loving person would never teach and insist upon it. This fallacy
misses the point of human existence and settles for a state less
than what God intended for us. Certainly being married is to be
held in high esteem and most people will do well to choose it. But
marriage is not the panacea often imagined in our culture, not
even marriage between two Christians. The ultimate in life is to
be devoted to God whether one is married or single. Therefore,
this lesson is for both the single and the married. It is for all those
who seek that single minded devotion to God which God always
intended for his children.
For the young, being single for life is usually not a happy
thought or aspiration. It is not necessarily a happy thought for the
not-so-young. I did not start my life thinking and planning to live
alone. I thought I would marry and have lots of kids. Growing up,
there was a minimum of six people and maximum of nine people
3 Isa 43.7; Eccl 12.13
4 Matt 19.9–12; 1 Cor 7.10–11
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in our household. In some of my youngest years there were nine
people in a two-bedroom, one-bath house. From those days I have
stored some of my fondest memories of a very happy and contented home. Living single for a lifetime never entered my mind. I just
assumed that one day I would marry. So far that day has not come
but I do not hold any firm conviction against it. Who knows, I may
marry yet. But I will tell you that being single or married is not the
highest priority of my life nor do I think it ought to be the highest
priority of any life.
For most people, being single is the road less-traveled and in
some ways the more difficult road. But for many it is the essential
road in view of the realities of life and the realities of being first a
Christian. The realities of life are that in America there are more
females than males, to say nothing about suitable males. Most
crime is committed by males and therefore our prisons are full
of men. What is a girl to do? — develop a relationship with Jesus
Christ and His people!
Somewhat ironically to this topic, for the first time since these
statistics have been gathered, single adults in America (124.6 million, about 50.2% of total adults) now outnumber married adults.5
So, what used to be a married world is now a single world. This is
both good and bad news. It is good in that there will be more single
adults from which to choose a mate and there are easier ways to
meet them (Internet), but bad when one considers why we are now
living in a single world. More single adults now live together outside of marriage. Singles are waiting longer to marry, many looking for their soul mate (often defined by worldly values). Divorce
is more frequent than in earlier years. So for the Christian who
wishes to marry a spiritually compatible mate and form a union
that is sanctioned by scripture, it is inevitable that for many, living
solo will be the only option.6
5 http://www.pri.org/stories/2014–09–14/singles-now-outnumber-married-people-america-and-thats-good-thing
6 On a side note: Churches who want to grow will need to learn how to better meet
the needs of this greater single population. The prospects are exciting for developing a
more devoted adult work force who have the time, energy and resources. Likely we will
need to get beyond some of our stereotypes of single Christians and single Christians
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On all topics it is hoped that the writer or speaker will know
the subject. On specialized topics like this one, there is even a
higher degree of hope for expertise. This makes me more than
uncomfortable to the point that usually I prefer to remain silent
rather than hold myself out as an expert. I am too much of a work
in progress to be anything but a co-traveler on the road to truth
and wisdom. Therefore, it seems to me wise to turn to the real experts who poignantly are two bachelors who never married, Jesus
and Paul.7
The Bible affirms that marriage is of God and was given to
man for his benefit. Also children that come from this union are
a gift from the Lord and are a blessing to be received with gratitude.8 This is the normal course for men and women and most
will expect, even aspire to experience it. But note Jesus’ revelation
in response to the Sadducees (non-believers in the resurrection)
who had posed the hypothetical of a woman who had married
and buried seven husbands. The Sadducees, seeking to discredit
Jesus’ teaching by arguing a reductio ad absurdum, ask: “In the
resurrection, therefore, whose wife of the seven will she be? For
they all had married her. But Jesus answered and said to them,
‘You are mistaken, not understanding the Scriptures nor the power of God. For in the resurrection they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are like angels in heaven’ ” (Matt 23.23–30).
Therefore marriage is not eternal, which is good news to many an
unhappily-married person. Marriage is for this world to aide us in
our journey to the world to come.
Similarly, being single is also of God and good for men and
women. Note this teaching from Paul:
But I say to the unmarried and to widows that it is good for them if
they remain even as I. … Now concerning virgins I have no command
will need to see that their life is meaningless outside of service to Christ by serving
others.
7
I find it more than interesting that the two men who said and wrote the most
on marriage were never married. The Holy Spirit often works that way. Experience although usually helpful is sometimes over-rated. God’s Word is the final source of authority.
8

Gen 1.27–28; 2.18; 1 Cor 7.2; Psa 127.3–5
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of the Lord, but I give an opinion as one who by the mercy of the Lord
is trustworthy. I think then that this is good in view of the present
distress, that it is good for a man to remain as he is. Are you bound to
a wife? Do not seek to be released. Are you released from a wife? Do
not seek a wife. But if you marry, you have not sinned; and if a virgin
marries, she has not sinned. Yet such will have trouble in this life,
and I am trying to spare you. But this I say, brethren, the time has
been shortened, so that from now on those who have wives should
be as though they had none; and those who weep, as though they did
not weep; and those who rejoice, as though they did not rejoice; and
those who buy, as though they did not possess; and those who use the
world, as though they did not make full use of it; for the form of this
world is passing away. But I want you to be free from concern. One
who is unmarried is concerned about the things of the Lord, how he
may please the Lord; but one who is married is concerned about the
things of the world, how he may please his wife, and his interests are
divided. The woman who is unmarried, and the virgin, is concerned
about the things of the Lord, that she may be holy both in body and
spirit; but one who is married is concerned about the things of the
world, how she may please her husband. This I say for your own benefit; not to put a restraint upon you, but to promote what is appropriate
and to secure undistracted devotion to the Lord. (1 Cor 7.8, 25–35)

Paul knew by inspiration that even though marriage was the
normal course, there were and would be circumstances where being single would be better and even imperative. The higher priority
and eternal principle was undistracted devotion to God. This is
not to suggest that living single and celibate is by definition a higher spiritual state. Paul warns, “But the Spirit explicitly says that in
later times some will fall away from the faith, paying attention to
deceitful spirits and doctrines of demons, by means of the hypocrisy of liars seared in their own conscience as with a branding iron,
men who forbid marriage…” (1 Tim 4.1–3). Being single is only
better because it affords an opportunity for a greater, undistracted
devotion to God. And, as we hopefully can begin to see and imagine, this undistracted devotion to God is at the root of all really
good antidotes to the problems of single celibate Christians living
in a married and overly-sexualized world.
The single life in its essence tends toward extremes and thus an
unbalanced life. This is not unique to being single but to any life
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lived outside of the balancing power of Christ. However, living in
a family with a spouse and children, where everyone’s needs and
desires cry to be considered, tends to drive us toward less thinking
about ourselves and more about others. In contrast, the circumstances of the single person often allow for thinking first about
self, what “I” like and want. This generally is not good and tends to
an unbalanced life characterized by selfishness and self-centeredness. Let us now turn to consider three common problems and
needs of the single life.
Feelings of Failure: Value and Acceptance
Living single in a couples’ world and a couples’ church can do
a number on your sense of belonging and even your sense of value and worth. Even though there are now in America more single adults than married,9 our churches are dominated by married
couples. This is not bad, but it usually produces a dearth of teaching about living single and a general attitude of “married is good
and single is not as good.” Unattached means “what’s wrong with
you!” And, “I know you must be miserable so let me fix you up
with a mate.” How many parents do you know that aspire for their
children to live the single and celibate life? Not many! And, what
about grandchildren? Isn’t it our duty as loving children to give
our parents the joy and love of grandchildren? Otherwise, what
is the point of having children in the first place? These statements
express common attitudes in and out of the church and the culture in which we live. It affects us whether we are talking about
marriage for the older or dating for the younger. To have a spouse
or boy- or girl-friend means “I have been chosen. Someone really
special values and accepts me. I must be OK. After all, I have what
everyone else wants.”
But wait a minute! Does everyone who is married or has a boyor girl-friend feel valued or accepted? Hardly! Can you be single
and feel good about yourself? Certainly! Our sense of real value
should have very little to do with our physical circumstances. If
our own value is not based on something or someone outside of
9

See footnote 6.
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our circumstances, then we are truly in for a roller coaster emotionally insecure life. Marrying for self-esteem only brings more
pressure to a relationship that was never designed to solve this
kind of problem.
Devotion to the Lord: Child of God
How can we overcome these feelings of failure and low sense
of value and acceptance? Whether it stems from living single in a
couples’ world or from whatever source, the answer is the same:
Jesus the Christ the Son of God. In fact, He came to take failures
and nobodies and give them everything pertaining to life and godliness through the power of the divine nature in the child of God.
Grace and peace be multiplied to you in the knowledge of God and of
Jesus our Lord; seeing that His divine power has granted to us everything pertaining to life and godliness, through the true knowledge of
Him who called us by His own glory and excellence. For by these He
has granted to us His precious and magnificent promises, so that by
them you may become partakers of the divine nature, having escaped
the corruption that is in the world by lust. (2 Pet 1.2–4)
But you are a chosen race, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a people
for God’s own possession, so that you may proclaim the excellencies of
Him who has called you out of darkness into His marvelous light; for
you once were not a people, but now you are the people of God; you had
not received mercy, but now you have received mercy. (1 Pet 2.9–10)

Because of who we are, children of God, our sense of value and
acceptance comes from Him. We are chosen by Him as a royal
priesthood in a holy nation to be a people for His own possession.
Being partakers of the divine nature, we are empowered to proclaim His own glory and excellence. Therefore, the spiritual cure
for our low self-esteem is God Himself. We cannot dare to think
of ourselves as God’s children in any other way than blessed of
Him who gave us life and godliness. Our devotion to Him is paramount. In this light we gladly hear our Lord’s challenge: “Now
large crowds were going along with Him; and He turned and said
to them, ‘If anyone comes to Me, and does not hate his own father
and mother and wife and children and brothers and sisters, yes,
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and even his own life, he cannot be My disciple. Whoever does not
carry his own cross and come after Me cannot be My disciple’”
(Luke 14.25–27). Also we gladly accept our Lord’s teaching which
even to His first disciples was hard to accept:
“And I say to you, whoever divorces his wife, except for immorality, and
marries another woman commits adultery.” The disciples said to Him,
“If the relationship of the man with his wife is like this, it is better not
to marry.” But He said to them, “Not all men can accept this statement,
but only those to whom it has been given. For there are eunuchs who
were born that way from their mother’s womb; and there are eunuchs
who were made eunuchs by men; and there are also eunuchs who made
themselves eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. He who is
able to accept this, let him accept it.” (Matt 19.9–12)

Who is able to accept this command? Only those to whom it
has been given. Who are they? They are the ones like the disciples.
They came asking Jesus for an explanation as to why He spoke to
the crowds in parables. Jesus replied, “To you it has been granted
to know the mysteries of the kingdom of heaven, but to them it has
not been granted” (Matt 13.11). It was granted to all who really
wanted to know, those who had an open mind and a willing heart
to change where needed. On another occasion, Jesus described the
ones who would know whether He spoke authoritatively, “If anyone is willing to do His will, he will know of the teaching, whether it is of God or whether I speak from Myself” (John 7.17). So in
this case, the ones to whom this is given and who can accept it
are those who, being partakers of the divine nature and thus children of God, are empowered to choose to forgo marriage (i.e., be a
kingdom eunuch) for the greater glory of Christ and His kingdom.
As Paul would say, “to promote what is appropriate and to secure
undistracted devotion to the Lord” (1 Cor 7.35). This is available to
all Christians who place their full trust in the Lord.
Aloneness and Loneliness: Companionship
In the beginning, the first thing that God said was that it was
not good was for man to be alone.10 All people, married or single,
10

Gen 2.18
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need other people with whom to share life, conversation, food,
and a life of working and living together as friends and companions. That is the way God made us. Two are better than one, and
a cord of three strands is not soon broken.11 We do not do very
well alone. We become more and more self-absorbed, which is
destructive to the spiritual life. The opportunity to “day after day
do pretty well what you want without considering the desires and
needs of other people” can be a very intoxicating recipe for spiritual death. Marriage will usually cure aloneness, but what about
loneliness? That takes more than just getting married. You can be
alone and not be lonely and you can be in a multitude and be in
the deepest loneliness of all.
Companionship is the answer, and for the Christian; it is Christian companionship. Paul, a lifetime bachelor preacher, while in
prison, wrote this to his Christian friends:
I thank my God in all my remembrance of you, always offering prayer
with joy in my every prayer for you all, in view of your participation in
the gospel from the first day until now. For I am confident of this very
thing, that He who began a good work in you will perfect it until the
day of Christ Jesus. For it is only right for me to feel this way about
you all, because I have you in my heart, since both in my imprisonment and in the defense and confirmation of the gospel, you all are
partakers of grace with me. For God is my witness, how I long for you
all with the affection of Christ Jesus. And this I pray, that your love
may abound still more and more in real knowledge and all discernment, so that you may approve the things that are excellent, in order
to be sincere and blameless until the day of Christ; having been filled
with the fruit of righteousness which comes through Jesus Christ, to
the glory and praise of God. (Phil 1.3–11)

This companionship was not dependent on physical proximity or family relations. It was based on their common Savior and
their common participation (fellowship) in the gospel. They were
so closely connected that to remember one another was to bring a
smile and a prayer of thanksgiving to God. It also brought to mind
Paul’s confidence that Christ would continue to perfect them until
11

Eccl 4.12
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the day of His return. These brethren were in Paul’s heart and he
longed for them with the affection of Christ Jesus.
Service to Others: Family of God
What produced such closeness and companionship? It
was their mutual desire to serve Christ and others. Jesus taught
His disciples both by word and example the nature of greatness.
And there arose also a dispute among them as to which one of them
was regarded to be greatest. And He said to them, “The kings of the
Gentiles lord it over them; and those who have authority over them
are called ‘Benefactors.’ “But it is not this way with you, but the one
who is the greatest among you must become like the youngest, and
the leader like the servant. For who is greater, the one who reclines at
the table or the one who serves? Is it not the one who reclines at the
table? But I am among you as the one who serves.” (Luke 22.24–27)

Paul spoke of how he lived out this principle.
Do we not have a right to take along a believing wife, even as the
rest of the apostles and the brothers of the Lord and Cephas? … For
though I am free from all men, I have made myself a slave to all, so
that I may win more. To the weak I became weak, that I might win the
weak; I have become all things to all men, so that I may by all means
save some. I do all things for the sake of the gospel, so that I may become a fellow partaker of it. (1 Cor 9.5, 19, 22–23)

Christ promised to all who are devoted to Him a new family to
assuage the feelings of aloneness and loneliness produced by the
alienation of our family and friends because we have chosen to
place Christ and His kingdom first.
Then Peter said to Him, “Behold, we have left everything and followed You; what then will there be for us?” And Jesus said to them,
“Truly I say to you, that you who have followed me in the regeneration
when the Son of Man will sit on His glorious throne, you will sit upon
twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel. And everyone who
has left houses or brothers or sisters or father or mother or children
or farms for My name’s sake, will receive many times as much, and
will inherit eternal life.” (Matt 19.27–29)
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Yes, Jesus does cut with the sword of truth which divides husbands and wives, parents and children and brothers and sisters.12
But He replaces it with a family with greater unity and companionship than ever before. This companionship is not based upon
blood but the spirit of Christ that can transcend all differences.
“For you are all sons of God through faith in Christ Jesus. For all
of you who were baptized into Christ have clothed yourselves with
Christ. There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor
free man, there is neither male nor female; for you are all one in
Christ Jesus” (Gal 3.26–28).
Celibacy: Intimacy
All men and women yearn for intimacy, the freedom that comes
from being vulnerable, allowing someone to know our true selves,
the person we are when the makeup and the public face come off
and the guard comes down. To know that another knows all about
us, warts, sins, and all, and still chooses to love us, is a liberating
feeling. This is the real joy and power of sex, an opportunity to not
just join our bodies but join the spirits living in those bodies. If it
is only the flesh that is temporarily pleased and satisfied, we leave
the deeper parts of us lonely and empty.
Do all sexually active couples experience this intimacy? Hardly
— not even all married couples. Marriage again is no panacea or
guarantee that our deepest longings for intimacy and love will be
met. The reason is that there is a place inside our deepest selves,
placed there by God the Creator, that only God can fill. Our culture shouts that sex is the ultimate intimate experience and no
man or woman is complete without it. It is a lie! For any of us, male
or female, made in the image of God, to live our whole lives and
never learn this intimacy with God is to miss the very purpose
for which we were made.13 We were made for God and we will not
be complete until we unite with Him in an intimate relationship
through Christ. This is not a sexual intimacy but a spiritual intimacy where our spirits (mind, emotions and will) are one with the
12

Matt 10.34–39

13

John 17.3; 1Cor 6.17–20; 2 Cor 6.16–18
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Lord. Its power is to reach down to the deepest part of our being
with complete knowledge of who we are and embrace us in an accepting liberating love. No one is truly free without this spiritual
intimacy. Gratefully, this is offered by Christ to all believers both
married and single.
Spiritual Intimacy with God: Freedom in Christ
Real freedom is only achieved by becoming a slave of Christ.
When we as willing slaves allow our spirits to be filled with His
Spirit, we develop characteristics of Christ which allow us to be
spiritually intimate with both God and others. Spiritual intimacy is when we are transparent, vulnerable, humble, gentle, courageous, honest, merciful, confident, understanding, accepting,
caring, hopeful, trusting, trustworthy and loving. Through Christ
this is available to all. Seen in this light, spiritual intimacy with
God is the antidote to the unbalancing tendencies of the single life.
We now have the power and the motivation to courageously get
out of ourselves and into the lives of others, not knowing whether
they will accept or reject us. We now draw our identity and our
strength from the All-Powerful One who loved us first with an everlasting love.
How can I learn to be spiritually intimate with a being who
is not here in the flesh and whom I have never seen? Put in another way, how can I learn to love God who is not here physically
but is now totally spirit? First, remember and learn from Jesus
who was God made flesh so that we could come to know God and
know how much He loves us.14 Observe and learn as we see Jesus
develop His circle of friends and disciples by modeling true intimate friendship.15 Then practice and perfect the skills of love by
loving our brothers and sisters who are here in the flesh.16 These
same skills will serve us well as we develop intimacy with God
and in return learn to better love our brothers and sisters, even
all men. This kind of spiritually intimate love will grow and grow
14

John 1.18; 3.16

15

John 15.12–17

16

1 John 4.12–21
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until we can also say to our friend and to God as David eulogized
Jonathan, “Your love to me was more wonderful than the love of
women” (2 Sam 1.26). There is no evidence in scripture that this
love was a perverted homosexual love. All the evidence runs in
the opposite direction. Their friendship was based on a spiritual
intimate love made possible only by their covenant to love one
another in the name of the Lord. This covenant called upon the
Lord to stand between them joining them in selfless, sacrificial
love for one another.17
We can recover Christian friendship for singles and married
alike when we realize and accept that no one of us is big enough
within ourselves to be the biggest and the best that we can be. Only
God can do that by teaching and motivating us to serve others, thus
making us into someone special, a man or woman after His own
heart. The journey will not be easy. Being a real Christian is not for
cowards, slackers or quitters. It is for those who passionately want
to be like Jesus. No life is perfect but all lives can be perfected.
Being single all of my life, I have missed some things, some
very beautiful, wonderful and important things. Sometimes I get
a little blue thinking about that. But being single I have been given
the opportunity to find out some things, some things that I wonder if I would have learned had things been different. My desire is
that I may grow in Christ to the point that being single is one of
the least important and least interesting facts of my life. The goal
is to be a mature, perfected, balanced and whole Christian, to be
like Him. In the final analysis, it really does not matter whether
you have lived single or married but whether you have lived for
Him. It is good to be single or married in the Lord with a single-minded devotion to Him

17

1 Sam 18.1–4; 20.17, 41–42
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The Spiritual Purpose for Procreation
Jason Longstreth
Immediately after creating man and woman, God blessed them
and said, “Be fruitful and multiply” (Gen 1.28). This was the first
command given to humanity. In this lecture, we are going to explore the biblical rationale for the bearing of children in light
of the viewpoint that children are a blessing from God. We are
also going to address the anti-child mentality of our culture that
grows out of its extreme individualism and its devotion to personal pleasure and selfishness. Contrary to what many may believe, having children is not just a matter of personal choice or
individual fulfillment. Instead, procreation is designed to fulfill a
spiritual purpose and is part of God’s plan for mankind. However,
before we get involved in a deeper discussion of God’s intention
for procreation, I want us to examine where our culture is in relation to this issue.
Why Have Children?
The fact that our society is obsessed with itself probably goes
without stating. The self-absorbed humanist values that have
flooded our culture for the last half-century have had a tremendous impact on how people view large families or even the decision to have children at all. As a result, the world is faced with
a population crisis that is quite different from the one that was
envisioned three or four decades ago. At that time, worries due to
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overpopulation and the imminent crisis that this presented for our
planet, both economically and environmentally, were being discussed in numerous venues. However, in recent in years a different
crisis has emerged. Cohen described this crisis and offered his own
evaluation of it in an article he wrote in 2006 entitled, “Why Have
Children?” Although I disagree with some of the conclusions he
reached, I believe Cohen did an excellent job of explaining much
of what has taken place in recent decades regarding the overall
attitude toward childbearing in many modern societies. Therefore,
I will be extensively using his article to describe where we are in
relation to this population crisis.
According to the information provided by Cohen, “the most affluent, most advanced, freest societies of the world are not having
enough children to sustain themselves.”1 In other words, instead
of a population explosion, many countries are experiencing a population bust. And even though the overall population of the world
continues to rise, that population growth is limited to specific geographic regions or areas. In fact, most of the time this population
growth is found in areas that are considered less advanced (and
more religious). In the more advanced regions, such as in Europe,
there has been a decrease in the total fertility rate.
For example, from the 1950’s until 2006, when Cohen wrote his
article, the total fertility rate in Europe fell from 2.7 to 1.38.2 This
means that Europe’s fertility rate had fallen to 34 percent below
the average number of children per couple that is needed to sustain a population. That number, known as the replacement rate, is
2.1. During the same time period, Japan’s fertility rate had fallen to
1.32. Russia, Spain, Italy, South Korea, and the Czech Republic had
fertility rates between 1.0 and 1.3. As a result of this, “Generations
of children are growing up without brothers or sisters, and a sizable percentage of men and women in the most advanced nations
will never have any children at all.”3 Of course, this is not a trivial
matter involving just demographics or statistics.
1 E. Cohen, “Why Have Children?” Commentary 121 (2006) 44.
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
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Instead, the real crisis involves how these shrinking fertility
rates will impact our societies and our cultures. One of the most
immediate dangers involves the negative effect this will have on
these nations’ economies. With fewer workers and fewer taxpayers
to support an aging population, some countries will not be able to
sustain the level of services to which their citizens have become
accustomed. The inevitable choice will either be to increase taxes
or eliminate some services. However, Cohen acknowledges, “But
the deeper demographic worries are cultural.”4 Of course, he is
correct. While the so-called experts disagree about the specifics
involved in the cultural impact of the small-family and an anti-child mindset that has permeated our society, they agree that it
will create a major shift in our experience.
However, interestingly enough, our civilization is not the first
to experience such a decrease in birthrates or fertility rates. In
fact, consider what Polybius wrote in about 150 BC: “In our own
time, the whole of Greece has been subject to a low birthrate and a
general decrease of the population, owing to which cities have become deserted and the land has ceased to yield fruit.”5 Apparently,
Greece was undergoing a demographic crisis of its own. And what
was the reason for such a decline? “For as men had fallen into such
a state of pretentiousness, avarice, and indolence that they did not
wish to marry, or if they married to rear children born to them, or
at most as a rule one or two of them…the evil rapidly and insensibly grew.”6 Polybius believed this was decrease in the birthrate
was the result of pride, greed, and laziness. The citizens of Greece
were simply unwilling to make the sacrifices that are involved in
rearing children. Could this be the same problem that our society
is facing today?
Cohen did not argue that the low total fertility rates in many
modern societies was a result of pretentiousness, avarice and indolence, but he did identify three factors that he believed played
a part in the modern world. First, there is no longer any negative
4 Ibid. 45.
5 Quoted in Ibid.
6 Ibid.
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stigma associated with women not having children. In the past,
women who were barren felt some sort of shame and those who
chose not to have children were seen as somehow not fulfilling
their purpose. Such is not the case in most modern societies. Second, children are now considered economic liabilities, not assets.
The days of having a large number of children because they could
work on the farm and help support the family have long disappeared. Now, children come with a tremendous cost. Third, birth
control has practically been perfected. With advances in contraceptives and the many options that are available (often these are
provided free-of-charge), individuals are free to engage in sexual
activity without the consequence of pregnancy. Therefore, “Children are thus culturally optional, economically burdensome, and
technologically avoidable.” 7
Whether or not the decline in birthrates in the United States
can be directly tied to the factors that Cohen mentioned, it is obvious that a change has taken place over the past few decades. According to Cohen, “the number of women with no children has
nearly doubled to 18 percent and the number with one child (now
17 percent) is climbing faster than the number with two (now 35
percent). If, in 1976, 59 percent of women over forty had three or
more children, today only 29 percent do.”8 Again, while it is impossible to directly tie these demographic changes to any specific
changes in attitude or culture, these items do appear to be related.
In addition, although there can be medical or other reasons why
a higher percentage of American women are having fewer or no
children, “…most childlessness in our age is clearly purposive—the
result of the positive pursuit of social and moral goods other than
children. In defining and justifying this huge cultural trend, the
twin forces of modern feminism and modern individualism have
been decisive.”9 Another ally that has often been included with
feminism and individualism when it comes to promoting a decrease in the birthrate is environmentalism. Of course, the main
7 Ibid. 46.
8 Ibid.
9 Ibid.
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issue that environmentalism brings to the table is the belief that a
large population will necessarily damage the environment. However, it is unclear how much this movement has impacted individual’s decisions whether or not to have children.
The greater impact, it would appear, involves all of the effort
and expense that comes from having children or, more specifically, from parenting children. Parenting is not easy. It is “a labor,
requiring a constant outlay of time and energy, imposing a burden
of new and growing expenses, and limiting one’s personal freedom
for two decades or more.”10 For many people, the price is simply
too high. And Cohen adds that, according to the experts, people
who have children are twice as likely to file for bankruptcy, have
a greater chance of facing foreclosure and experience higher rates
of depression than those who do not have children.11 With data
like that, it is not surprising that some people choose not to have
children. Who wants to experience economic hardship, a loss of
personal time and freedom, and an increase in stress or depression? Certainly, if one is primarily concerned about his or her own
welfare and personal ambitions, and if he or she takes these statistics seriously, one is not very likely to have children.
But Cohen also presents another factor that may play a part
in the decrease of birthrates in America. He suggests that many
parents may be motivated by something other than selfishness
or ambition. In fact, they may not share an ideology that is anti-child. Instead, for these parents, “the most compelling reason
not to have more children is to benefit the child they already
have, with the best schools, the best medical care, and the nicest neighborhoods. In this conception, having only one or maybe
two children translates into an effort on the part of parents to act
responsibly in a world of high economic expectations and emotional pressure.”12 As a result, even though these parents are not
anti-child in their philosophy or ideology, their actions have the
end result of reducing the number of children who are born into
10

Ibid. 47

11

Ibid.

12

Ibid.
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their families. They think they need to have fewer children in
order for their children to have a better life.
But is the dropping birthrate really a problem? Cohen thinks
so. In fact, he states, “Only a different attitude toward the bearing and rearing of the young can ensure that Western civilization
as we know it has a future.”13 That is a fairly shocking statement
for some. And the solution is not found in looking toward what
some have considered the backbone or origin of Western civilization (Greece and Rome). In fact, the Greco-Roman culture often
viewed children in much the same way people view children today.
“Children were not seen as sacred gifts but as products of nature—
sometimes wanted and sometimes not, sometimes with the potential for human flourishing and sometimes sub-human, sometimes
useful to their progenitors and sometimes liabilities.”14 Clearly,
this does not necessarily promote a more pro-child attitude.
However, if one examines the biblical text, a different picture
emerges. Procreation is not just an act of nature. Instead, it is
presented in two contexts – “first as a divine blessing, then as
a divine commandment.”15 This is the only approach that will
change people’s attitude toward childbearing. They must come to
understand that having children is not just about personal pleasure or individualistic pursuits. We do not have children because
they will benefit us economically or socially. Bringing children
into the world is one sure way for people to create more labor for
themselves, more stress and more expense, at least from a physical standpoint. But what do we find when we examine this from
a biblical standpoint?
From the Beginning
When God first created man, after He made them male and
female, we are told, “God blessed them; and God said to them, ‘Be
fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth, and subdue it’” (Gen 1.28).
This is the first command that was given to man. However, the
13

Ibid. 48

14

Ibid.

15

Ibid.
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question that arises is why did God give this command? Was this
just a physical command based on the fact that there were too few
people to care for the earth? Some might remember that God allowed Israel to gradually take possession of the Promised Land due
to the fact that Israel was not large enough at that time to occupy
the entire land and God did not want it to become desolate or to be
overrun with beasts (Exod 23.29–30). Is this command to multiply
based on a similar situation? Did God simply want more people as
gardeners so the entire earth could be cared for?
What about after the flood in Noah’s day when the same statements are made? In Genesis 8.17 we read, “Bring out with you
every living thing of all flesh that is with you, birds and animals
and every creeping thing that creeps on the earth, that they may
breed abundantly on the earth, and be fruitful and multiply on
the earth.” The next chapter begins, “And God blessed Noah and
his sons and said to them, ‘Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the
earth’” (Gen 9.1). A few verses later we read, “As for you, be fruitful and multiply; Populate the earth abundantly and multiply in
it” (Gen 9.7). Clearly, this concept of being fruitful and multiplying is important.
But why is it important? Is this simply a physical command
dealing with a physical need that existed in Genesis 1 or Genesis
8–9 but absent from our world? Since God used the same sort of
terminology in referring to the multiplication of the animals in
Genesis 1.22, should man be viewed any differently? Obviously, I
think it should be. And the reason is I think the multiplication of
man should be viewed differently from the animals is because the
command for human beings to procreate is not merely a physical command. It is spiritual in nature. As such, just like the other
aspects of the family, it teaches us about God. It also helps us to
become the type of people that we should be. Perhaps this is even
part of what 1 Timothy 2.15 is conveying when it says, “Yet she will
be saved through childbearing—if they continue in faith and love
and holiness, with self-control.” In some way, salvation is associated with childbearing—at least if that translation is correct. If so,
childbearing must have a spiritual purpose.
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But not everyone agrees regarding 1 Timothy 2.15 and its interpretation. In fact, one author wrote, “1 Timothy 2.15, like few
other passages in the New Testament, is almost embarrassing in
the attention it draws to itself.”16 I am not sure that I know what an
embarrassing amount of attention is when it comes to a passage
of scripture, but I do know that there have been many attempts to
understand this particular verse and that these attempts often follow very different lines of thought. Some have suggested that the
only woman being discussed in 1 Timothy 2.15 is Eve. Therefore,
any application of the passage can only be made to her. Others
have suggested that Mary (the mother of Jesus) is the woman Paul
had in mind. Related to this is the question of the childbearing.
Was Paul talking about the bearing of children in general or was
he only concerned about the birth of Jesus Christ?
Christopher Hutson gives an interesting interpretation of this
passage based on the Jewish context and early rabbinic traditions
about women dying in childbirth due to lack of faithfulness to
the Law.17 He argues that this is really just a Christian take on the
Jewish concept and that Paul was using this Jewish tradition to
teach Christian women that they need to remain faithful to God
or they may end up dying in childbirth. Another unusual approach
is taken by Kenneth Waters when he argues a metaphorical use of
childbearing and suggests that “1 Timothy 2.11–15 is an allegory
in which the virtues faith, love, holiness, and temperance are portrayed as children of those women in Ephesus who will be saved.”18
These two approaches might make for good discussion items, but
there is some uncertainty as to how well they fit the context of
the passage and whether the original readers would have naturally
come to interpret the passage in that way.
Another major question that must be decided is whether the
passage is talking about salvation or simply perseverance. Even
16
S. Porter, “What Does It Mean to be ‘Saved by Childbirth’ (1 Timothy 2.15)?”
JSNT 49 (1993) 87.
17
C. Hutson, “Saved Through Childbearing: The Jewish Context of 1 Timothy
2:15” Novum Testamentum 56 (2014) 392–410.
18
K. Waters Sr., “Saved Through Childbearing: Virtues as Children in 1 Timothy
2:11–15” JBL 123 (2004) 703–735.
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though the NASB is “virtually alone” in interpreting this passage
“in the non-salvific sense of being kept safe from harm,” Hubbard
still defends this position in his article.19 However, most scholars
would probably agree with Porter when he argues that the context
of 1 Timothy 2.15, along with the way in which Paul uses the word
“saved” throughout the pastoral epistles “virtually guarantees
a salvific sense” of the term in this passage.20 Therefore, “saved”
means “saved.” But who is saved? “Most plausible, it seems to me, is
to take 1 Timothy 2.15 as a concluding statement of the entire section (1 Tim 2.8–15). Within the section, Adam and Eve are used
for illustrative purposes…”21 If the passage is to be understood in
this way, then the application should be made to all men and women. It is not just about Eve or Mary and it is not just about the birth
of Jesus Christ. Instead, there is some sense in which salvation for
all women is connected to the idea of childbearing.
But regardless of what we may believe today about the roles and relations of men and women, and despite our best efforts to dismiss
or obscure what the text says linguistically through ideologically or
theologically dictated exegesis, the author of 1 Timothy apparently
believed that for the woman who abides in faith, love and holiness,
her salvation will come by the bearing of children.22

At the very least, this would indicate that the bearing of children serves a spiritual purpose. But 1 Timothy 2.15 is not alone in
suggesting that there is a deeper reason for having children than
personal choice or pleasure.
A Heritage of the Lord
Psalm 127 is another passage that speaks of the role of children and has also generated a considerable amount of discussion.
Much of this discussion has been devoted to the unity of the
psalm and its relationship to the temple or the rebuilding of the
19
M. Hubbard, “Kept Safe Through Childbearing: Maternal Mortality, Justification
by Faith, and the Social Setting of 1 Timothy 2:15” JETS 55 (2012) 743–62.
20

Porter, “What Does It Mean to be Saved by Childbirth?” 94.

21

Ibid. 93.

22

Ibid. 102.
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temple. This is due to the fact that the psalm appears to have two
parts or thoughts: verses 1–2 and verses 3–5. The first part talks
about the Lord building a house or guarding a city. The second
part specifically deals with children. “Behold, children are a gift
of the Lord, The fruit of the womb is a reward. Like arrows in the
hand of a warrior, So are the children of one’s youth. How blessed
is the man whose quiver is full of them; They will not be ashamed
When they speak with their enemies in the gate” (Psa 127.3–5).
Since we have limited space and time in this lecture, we will devote most of our discussion to this second part of the psalm and
how it fits into the overall picture.
Fleming suggests, “The second part of Psalm 127 encourages
the community to remember that God has provided many sons
as a tangible means for its defense and continued success.”23 According to this argument, the entire psalm is brought together
by the idea of guarding the city or providing protection. God is
building the house and God is protecting the city, but He does
this by providing sons who will accomplish these purposes. He
further explains that this psalm is not just about God providing
various blessings, such as prosperity, protection, or children, but
this is about the preservation of God’s people as a whole. “The
psalm reassures the community of Yahweh’s continuing care for
his people, with tangible proof in the children he has provided for
its continuing strength. Psalm 127 displays God’s gift to an anxious people: sleep instead of torment, and sons to take their part
in conflict, as Yahweh’s own weaponry.”24 In this way, children are
provided as a front line of defense so that the people of God may
be able to resist their enemies and can stand in the presence of
persecution an affliction.
This presentation of children as a defense for God’s people is
very appealing. However, some have suggested that this image,
while close to being correct, needs to be modified slightly. Among
those who have argued such, Estes calls into question whether
23
D. Fleming, “Psalm 127: Sleep for the Fearful, and Security in Sons” ZAW 107
(1995) 442.
24

Ibid. 444.
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the use of the arrow imagery is really consistent with the concept
of defense. “Philo specifically includes arrows in a list of missile
weapons as contrasted with defensive, and therefore implicitly offensive.”25 What he means by this is that arrows are not very good
at defending, but they are excellent when it comes to attacking. In
like fashion, children are not meant to be a defense against our
enemies, they are meant to be the weapons in our warfare. “As
arrows shot from the bow are propelled toward a remote target
according to the desire of the archer, so children when properly
nurtured extend the effect of their father into human society of
the next generation. How happy is the man whose children are
prepared to stand their ground…”26 This idea of children being like
arrows shot from the bow, extending the influence of their father
into human society is compelling.
When this idea is combined with the thoughts that are contained in the first half of Psalm 127, we get an even more complete picture of God’s dealings. God is involved in every aspect
of our existence. Psalm 127 describes the building of a house, the
securing of a community, and the establishment of a family. “The
word of the Psalm is that unless such enterprises become God’s
enterprises…they are without purpose or effect. When, however,
the Lord is at the center of such endeavors, then those who so live
may see the good of Jerusalem and their children’s children.”27 God
and His will must be the focal point of our childbearing.
In fact, the Old Testament even closes out with a thought that
connects to this idea of childbearing. “He will restore the hearts of
the fathers to their children and the hearts of the children to their
fathers, so that I will not come and smite the land with a curse” (Mal
4.6). The fathers need to have their hearts restored to their children.
On some level, this is indicating that fathers need to be reminded of
what children are all about. They need to be reminded of the spiritual work of parenting. However, this is a subject for another lecture.
25
D. Estes, “Like Arrows in the Hand of a Warrior (Psalm CXXVII)” Vetus Testamentum 41 (1991) 306–307.
26

Ibid. 310.

27

P. Miller Jr., “Psalm 127 – The House That Yahweh Builds” JSOT 22 (1982) 130.
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Conclusion
So why would someone go through all of the labor, expense,
heartache, sacrifice, and trouble of having children? If one is
thinking only of oneself and is motivated by greed, ambition, laziness, or personal enjoyment, one probably would not choose such
an endeavor. Perhaps someone who believed that children would
bring an added level of joy to his or her life would embark on the
journey of childbearing and childrearing, but only to the extent
necessary to bring this joy. However, if one understands the spiritual nature of bringing children into the world, he or she would
not only be willing to “be fruitful and multiply,” but also thankful for the blessing that comes from being able to participate in
this spiritual work. One might understand that the sacrifices made
through the bearing of children help us to become more spiritually
minded. He or she could understand what it means to serve without expecting anything in return. Perhaps one could even come to
have a better grasp of what unconditional love is all about or why
God uses the parent/child relationship when explain how He feels
about His people. These are just some of the blessings that can
come from having children.
And yet, before concluding, I also want to make sure that we
do not leave the impression that single people or infertile couples are either unspiritual or disobedient to a personal mandate
from God. There are many reasons why people do not have children and often times this is not a matter of choice. “Infertility is
a great burden which people suffer physically, emotionally, and
spiritually. Many married couples feel the individual pressure of
the command to ‘be fruitful and multiply’ (Gen 1.28). As such,
they may not understand that the command given to Adam and
Eve (representatives of all mankind) is collective for all human
beings.”28 In other words, every person (and every couple) is not
necessarily required to have children. In addition, many couples
that have been unable to have children often feel like they are a
failure when it comes to fulfilling God’s plan for the family. No
28
S. Ashmon and R. Weise, “‘Give Me Children, or I Will Die’: Procreation is God’s
Work” Concordia Journal 24 (1998) 344.
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one should feel guilty about their inability to have children or
their ability to serve God in other ways because they do not have
children (much like how Paul had opportunities to serve in a way
that married men could not). However, based on my personal experience, I would also agree with what Ashmon and Weise suggest, “God may use barrenness as an opportunity for adoption, a
gift to both a child and a married couple.”29
Having said this, we should understand that whatever one’s
personal decision is about having children or not, such decisions
must be made by considering all spiritual aspects as taught in
scripture. If we do have children, then we should understand that
children are a gift given by God to be used for His purpose. Our
children are one of the greatest ways that we can extend our influence (and God’s influence) in the world. Considering the immense
need for light in a world filled with darkness, they may be no better
time than now for Christians to be fruitful and multiply, and fill
the earth and subdue it. And thus, to fulfill the work of God.

29

Ibid. 344–345.
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“Teach Them Diligently”
God’s Instruction for Parents
Marty Broadwell
Moses’ account of the creation of mankind, presented in the
opening words of Genesis, lists at least three mysteries which are
partially revealed in this age and define our hope for the next.
The first mystery is that man is made in the image of God (Gen
1.27), which challenges us to a perfection now (Matt 5.48) that
will be completed when “we see Him as He is” (1 John 3.2). The
second is that God made both male and female (Gen 1.27) who
were to become “one flesh” (Gen 2.24), which is paralleled by our
relationship to Christ at present (Eph 5.32; 1 Cor 6.15–17), and is
consummated at His coming (2 Cor 11.2; Rev 21.2) as discussed
elsewhere in this volume. The third mystery, discussed here, is
that Adam and Eve, the original father and mother, were to “be
fruitful and multiply” (Gen 1.28), foreshadowing the “Abba Father” relationship (Gal 4.6) of this age, and the eventual bringing
of many sons to glory (Heb 2.10). Parenting, as described in the
Bible, can only be properly understood in the context of man’s
relationship with God and the eternal destiny which God planned
for him from the beginning.
Beginnings: Procreation in God’s Image,
but in a Fallen World
While Adam and Eve were created fully formed from dust and
bone, children come from biological processes requiring the union
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of a man and a woman, a period of gestation, and years of nurturing and discipline by parents. But children are no less in the image
of God than were Adam and Eve. Eve acknowledged that her firstborn was not her handiwork, but God’s, as she named him “Cain,”
or “Acquired,” because she had “acquired a man from the Lord.”
The principle that all mankind is made in God’s image is reiterated
years later to Noah after the flood (Gen 9.6), as is the command to
“be fruitful and multiply” (Gen 9.1).
But among the miracles of creation is the ability that man was
given to rebel or obey, embodied by the Tree of the Knowledge of
Good and Evil in the middle of the Garden. This ability provided
a test which would be inherited by future generations, creating
the need for parental guidance. Suppose that Adam and Eve had
successfully resisted the Devil, who then departed from them for
a season only to return later to test their children. Imagine that
the world continued without sin, but the tree remained accessible in the Garden. Would Adam and Eve have been responsible
to protect their children from that temptation? What techniques
might they have used? Frequent discussions and explanations?
Warning signs and slogans? Memorable songs for the little ones?
Would they have made family rules aimed at avoiding temptation? Would there have been physical barriers for the toddlers?
Special warnings, preventive rules, and extra supervision during
adolescence?
Whatever the answers to this hypothetical situation, once sin
entered the world in its myriad forms, the need for parents to
teach, protect, and prepare children, especially during their developmental years, greatly expanded. As the descendants of Cain
spread both human advancements and increasing varieties of sin
from one generation to the next (Gen 4.16–24), another sequence
of parents, descendants of Seth (whom Moses calls “sons of God”
in Gen 6.2) also began to fill the earth, creating a divergence of
faith between groups of men. The pervasive evil that led to the
flood was the result of mixing these groups, motivated by sexual
desires. Abraham was chosen (“known”) by God for his ability to
“command his children and household after him, that they keep
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the way of the Lord to do justice (righteousness) and judgment
(justice)” (Gen 18.19). Perhaps typical of his commands was his
plan for finding a wife for Isaac (Gen 24.2–4), contrasted to Isaac’s
lack of control of Esau’s marriages (Gen 26.34–36), which brought
Isaac and Rebecca great grief.
In the same way, the world today is fully under the control of
Satan (1 John 2.16; 5.19). Satan has returned and is a constant danger to all men, including children (1 Pet 5.8; Eph 6.11–13). Parents
neglect their children’s most basic needs if they do not comprehend the extreme spiritual dangers around them and the need to
protect and prepare their children to overcome it.
There are several applications of these truths. First, children,
‘acquired’ from God, are in His image, and parents should have no
greater ambition for each child than that they be ‘brought to glory’
(Heb 2.10). Second, there are generational trends, and each successive set of parents contributes to the decline or improvement
in the collective spiritual condition of the family. Third, intermarriage between faithful and faithless is a major cause of the spread
of evil. Parents should make provisions to help children find compatible spiritual companions. Fourth, there is hostility and danger
in this fallen world. Parents must acknowledge that struggle as the
fundamental proposition and priority-setter in the rearing of children. Children left to themselves spiritually will not survive the
warfare around us.
Torah: Preservation by Obedience to God’s Word
The Genesis account of history is background information for
the events of Moses’ life and leadership described in the next four
books. The anchor points of these books are Jehovah giving the Law
at the beginning of the wanderings and Moses’ restating that Law
just before the Israelites enter the Promised Land. As God begins
the Ten Commandments, He emphasizes that the consequences of
disobedience are visited “upon the children to the third and fourth
generation” (Exod 20.5; Deut 5.9). As Keil & Delitzsch observe,
“The words neither affirm that the sinning fathers remain unpunished, nor that … the children and grandchildren [were] without
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any fault of their own.”1 However, as Israel’s history demonstrates,
the sins of the fathers (men like Jeroboam, son of Nebat) are usually continued and expanded, as are the punishments, in succeeding
generations. Given these severe consequences, Moses, in the second giving of the Law, emphasizes the essential responsibility of
families to “diligently teach” the Law to children (Deut 7.7). In that
text, He lists at least five ways in which families were to ensure
the faithfulness of succeeding generations, all of which are vitally
relevant today.
First, God commands an all-consuming love for Himself. Immediately before the command to “teach them diligently” (Deut
7.7), God provides the prerequisite for the teachers: “You shall love
the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your soul, and with
all your strength” (Deut 7.5). There is no better qualification and
endorsement of the message of the Law than a deep and genuine commitment to God, and there is no worse influence than a
half-hearted or hypocritical repetition of rules for children to follow. Note that this command is to love God: not tribe, not religious
rite, not family tradition, not sectarian group. We are often enamored or overwhelmed with child-rearing techniques and tricks,
but a sincere love of God will cover a multitude of child-rearing
mistakes, and children will detect a lukewarm faith through even
the best training techniques. Furthermore, this love is not a content-free, everybody-is-right, God-is-anything mysticism. This
command to love God is preceded by: “Hear, O Israel: The Lord
our God, the Lord is one” (Deut 6.4).
When discussing this “first and great commandment” (Matt
22.38), it seems necessary to mention Jesus’ teaching that “the
second is like it: ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself,’” and
on these two the whole Law depends (Matt 22.39–49). Parenting
requires unselfish, sacrificial love for others, especially family (see
Matt 5.47), as exemplified in Jesus’ life and death. This kind of love
not only provides motivation and endurance during the inevitable difficulties, but it embodies the message itself. Self-absorbed,
1 C. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Commentary on the Old Testament. Volume 1, the Pentateuch (Hendrickson 1989) 117.
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worldly-minded, distracted parents who put their own careers and
pleasures above their children’s interest cannot expect anything
but the same self-centeredness in their children. An extreme and
violent example of selfishness that damages children is divorce
precipitated by prideful squabbling, pursuit of personal happiness,
or passion-driven betrayal.
Second, God commands that His Laws be taught as fixed standards of required behavior. Universal rules, especially related to
regulation of lusts and required religious practice, are extremely
unpopular (see section below on Folly), as they most likely were in
Canaanite and all pagan civilizations. Nevertheless (and really because of that intolerance of regulation) the Israelites were warned
by God not to take from or add to His Law (Deut 4.2). Moses anticipates the question from the children: “Why do we have all these
rules?” (Deut 6.20). He replies: “The Lord commanded us to observe
all these statutes, to fear the Lord our God, for our good always,
that He might preserve us alive, as it is this day” (Deut 6.24). Our
diligent teaching of God’s rules for ourselves and our children must
emphasize the wisdom and love of God for us that created them.
Many of His commands come with rationale and with promises,
but some do not. They must be willingly and trustingly obeyed anyway. Children can be taught this principle by parents’ rule-making
and enforcement: rules are made for the child’s benefit (not the parent’s convenience), but they must be obeyed even if the reasons are
beyond the child’s understanding. Note that these rules from God
often conflict with our ‘natural’ desires to covet, lust, hate, steal,
commit fornication, and deceive others. Similarly, rules in the Law
delivered by Moses forbid incest, homosexual behavior, bestiality
(Lev 18.6–23), and even cross-dressing (Deut 22.5), regardless of
“natural desires” and despite the fact that these behaviors were acceptable in Egypt and Canaan (Lev 18.3). Children must be taught
that the emotions and feelings that go against God’s plans for us are
to be expected. But however deep and constant they may be, these
feelings and emotions are dangerous and must be overcome.
But Moses has another answer to the question of “Why all
these rules?” In the intervening verses (Deut 6.21–23) he pre-
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scribes an answer that recounts the great power and grace shown
by Jehovah to rescue the Israelites from Egypt, work signs and
wonders, defeat their enemies, and bring them to blessings despite their weakness (Deut 7.1, 7–8). Similarly, our answer to
“Why does God have so many rules?” must begin with the goodness and blessings of God—which we do not deserve (Eph 2.4).
Some parents might only tell the narratives of God’s grace, while
others would only list and enforce rules. God commanded both:
not in balance, but in absolutes.
Third, God commands habitual, prioritized teaching and practice. “You shall teach them diligently” by consistent conversation,
by evening and morning routines. The words of the Law are to be
so habitually present that it is as if we wore them as clothing or
viewed the entire world looking through them. They are as permanently visible as if they were written on the doors and gates
of our houses for all to see. These figurative images emphasize
not only continuous conversation, but also the priority of practice. Children learn by repetition. Long before the subtleties of
“matters of judgment” (Do I have to? Every time? Is it a sin if I
don’t?) are understood by children, they will learn by the regularity of prayer, Bible stories, worship attendance, evangelistic conversations with neighbors, fellowship and devotions with fellow
Christians—especially when these things displace worldly activities—what it means to put the Kingdom first. Conversely, they
will learn negative lessons when scripture art adorns the house
but does not inform family practice.
Fourth, God commanded them to be different and separate.
Children were not to be given in marriage to anyone who would
turn them away from following the Lord (Deut 7.3–4). This command has nothing to do with forbidding interracial marriages. The
presence of Jethro and Zipporah with Moses, and Rahab, Ruth,
Jael, and the many faith-filled foreigners in Israel make it clear that
the separation is to be from unfaithfulness and error. As with the
sons of men in Genesis 6 and the “next generation” at the time of
the Judges (Jdg 3.6), these associations led to the apostasy of God’s
people. Are we preparing our children to be different? What ex-
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ample of separation and distinction are we giving them in their
early years? What about our own personal “unequal yokes” of close
friends and business partners (2 Cor 6.14–16)? “You shall make no
covenant with them” (Deut 7.2).
Fifth, “You shall not be afraid of them but you shall remember
what the Lord your God did to Pharaoh and to all Egypt, the great
trials that your eyes saw, the signs, the wonders, the mighty hand,
and the outstretched arm, by which the Lord your God brought
you out” (Deut 7.18-19a). Children will sense the confidence and
hope in God and the joy in persecution just as they will observe
that we love God with all our heart, soul and strength. And they
will need that example.
Here are some applications. First, build a deep personal faith
that is expressed in Bible study, prayer, evangelism, personal discipline, and purity, and finds more visible expression in sacrificial
but joyful love for spouse and children. Second teach both God’s
rules, which are for our good always, and the narratives of God’s
greatness, goodness, justice, & mercy. Third, build family habits of
study, devotion, evangelism, and sacrifice for the Kingdom. Fourth,
teach and prepare children to joyfully accept that they are, and will
be different. Take great care in controlling the child’s associations
and influences—and our own. Fifth, build our own courage by remembering God’s great power and sure promises.
The Writings: Driving Out Folly
By the time of Solomon, the “Writings” of Israel included practical descriptions of life in a civilized society not much different
from our own. While this collection of observations included
information from other cultures, it was uniquely centered, by inspiration, in the fear of Jehovah (Job 28.28; Psa 111.10; Prov 1.7;
Eccl 12.13). The book of Proverbs, addressed to “my son” (1.8), and
written to give “to the young man knowledge and discretion” (1.4),
contrasts two character types throughout: the wise man and the
fool. Contrary to the frequently-quoted definition that “wisdom
is the ability to apply knowledge,” wise and foolish actions in the
Proverbs are not just comparisons of good and better. They are
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intended to distinguish right from wrong, truth from error, sin
from righteousness. Wisdom is not just skill (the ability to apply
knowledge to achieve results). In the Writings, wisdom is primarily character. Even a young (and poor and uneducated) boy, who has
not collected much knowledge or experience, can be wiser than an
aged, experienced king (Eccl 4.13).
In addition, the Proverbs have much to say about the responsibility of parents to actively train children, including the use of
physical punishment (the rod). The description of the “rod of correction” and its use are not given, but other Bible teaching suggests that punishment should be unpleasant (Heb 12.11), speedy
(Eccl 8.11; Ezra 7.26), attention-getting and memorable (Prov 26.3,
10.13), and over quickly (“for the moment,” Heb 12.11). While
the specifics of punitive actions are not given, their purpose and
therefore measure of success, is clear: “Foolishness is bound up
in the heart of a child; the rod of correction will drive it far from
him” (Prov 22.15).
The composite picture of the fool in the Proverbs clarifies what
behaviors require the rod of correction. The fool despises instruction, hates knowledge (Prov 1.7, 22). He will not accept commands
(Prov 10.8). He loves to talk and does not listen (Prov 18.2; 12.23),
and he has confidence only in his own reasoning (Prov 28.26;
12.15). The fool is hostile toward correction (Prov 15.5; 13.1), is
short-sighted and carnal (Prov 10.5), and lacks self-control. He is
characterized by temper, laziness, victimhood (Prov 26.13–16),
and he is susceptible to the temptations of desires and emotions
(Prov 5.1–14; 7.4–17; 13.9). The grown-up version of these qualities
is finally a refusal to listen to, learn from, and obey God as the
absolute definer of Truth and the source of accountability, and to
believe instead that man’s mind and/or feelings determine Truth.
“The fool has said in his heart, ‘There is no God.’” (Ps 14.1).
Proverbs 22.15 says that these characteristics of the fool are
bound up (“tangled up,” Holman Christian Standard Bible) in a
child’s heart, which implies they are “naturally” present, and they
will be difficult to drive out. A baby is self-centered by necessity
and by God’s design. He can only express himself, and cannot un-
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derstand or obey verbal instructions. Words mean nothing to him.
His primitive senses and physical feelings are his entire world. He
is unaware of the needs and preferences of others. He can only
live in the present moment, with no concept of cause and effect,
self-control, or deferred gratification.
Gradually, a child must be made aware of the outside world: of
others and their needs. He must learn that some behaviors, while
physically possible, are not allowed and must be curtailed. He
must learn that some desires and emotions must be suppressed
or deferred, and others must be extinguished, perhaps with great
effort, by mental determination and strategic self-control. He
must learn to learn to acknowledge and submit to the wisdom
and authority of others. He must develop an awareness of and
empathy for others, which will form the basis of selfless love. He
must develop the skills of kindness, diligence, courage, truthfulness, and purity. And he must learn the art of using these skills
to influence and lead others for good. All of these developments
represent the untangling of folly from a child’s heart, overcoming his “natural” inclinations rather than giving in to them. And
they all require an ever-growing strength of will: not cowering
acquiescence to over-matched might, but a self-mastery that will
eventually be energized by his own deep love for God and neighbor. This is how a youth can be wise (as character) and prepared
for “the way he should go” (Prov 22.6): submission to God and
resistance to Satan in the fallen world.
The characteristics of the fool listed above provide precise insight into what behavior is to be “driven out” of a child, which is
folly in all its forms, including: willful disobedience, rebellion, disrespect, laziness, failure to listen, and failure to maintain self-control. In addition, when selfishness, impoliteness, laziness, temper,
dishonesty, cruelty, or any form of immorality appear as purposeful disobedience or lack of self-control, they are folly.
The list also implies what the purpose of “the rod” is not. Punishment is not to be the consequence for clumsiness, ignorance
or inexperience, accident, or failure to live up to parents’ aspirations in athletics or academics. The folly of parents is shown when
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pain is inflicted in anger, as revenge for parents’ embarrassment or
inconvenience, to protect the parents’ reputation, to show who’s
boss, for “toughening up” the child, for parental convenience (e.g.
to calm things down), or for any other motive than love: “He who
spares his rod hates his son, but he who loves him disciplines him
promptly” (Prov 13.24).
“Promptly” (NKJV) in the above text is translated variously (“betimes,” KJV and ASV; “is careful,” NIV; “is diligent” ESV; and “hastened,” Young’s Literal Translation), but the root word is “dawning,”
and it suggests “searching for (with painstaking)…inquiring early…
seeking early in the morning.”2 The word implies attention to the
timeline and techniques of discipline. Effective parenting requires
a diligent and loving, but scientific approach, in which observation
and experimentation are employed to determine which behavior is
folly and which chastening is effective to drive it out—on what occasions, how soon and for how long, and for which child. Constant
observation (requiring extended time together that is made very
difficult by daycare and other parenting proxies), meditation (requiring calm and quiet, but focused thought), communication (requiring that spouses communicate openly, effectively, and often),
and prayer are the infrastructure of good parenting.
There are many applications of these points. First, clearly identify what actions in a child are folly. Ask yourself, “Is there a rule?”
“Is it known and understood?” “Have I been consistent?” “Is this
willful disobedience or rebellion?” To whatever level it is possible, discuss the characteristic of folly with your child to explain
the basis for punishment and its intended result. Second, make
discipline events deliberate and scripted, to be sure they are properly motivated and effectively administered. They should include
opportunities for teaching, showing love and forgiveness, and expressing confidence in the child’s inherent goodness. Third, create opportunities for the child to demonstrate and be rewarded
for: kindness, diligence, generosity, forgiveness, self-control and
deferred gratification. Fourth, plan pleasant and positive experiences as a foundation for love and trust. Fifth, reward and praise
2 J. Strong, Concise Dictionary of the Hebrew Bible (Hendrickson 1961) 114.
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children for demonstrations of wisdom, in order to offset (and outnumber) punishments for folly. Sixth, (parents) schedule and prioritize strategy sessions to discuss lessons learned and plan next
steps for a child’s discipline and development.
The Later Prophets: Breaking the
Father-Son Determinism
Perhaps those in captivity in Jeremiah and Ezekiel’s day were
alluding to Moses’ warning that Jehovah would “visit the iniquity
of the fathers on the children to the third and fourth generation”
(Exod 20.5), when they quoted this proverb: “The fathers have eaten sour grapes, and the children’s teeth are set on edge” (Jer 31.29;
Ezek 18.2; and see Lam 5.7). These prophets were looking to a future time (“in those days they shall say no more…”) in which the
proverb would not apply, when each man would stand individually
before God as righteous or unrighteous, independent of his family history or national identity (see Ezek 18.4). As all nations flow
into the promised Kingdom (Isa 2.2), the importance of physical
lineage disappears. Fellowship with God will not depend on tribal
continuity, national righteousness, or even the parent’s faithfulness. In this new order, the Messiah shall be “Mighty God,” and
“Everlasting Father” (Isa 9.6).
Moses foreshadowed this paternal relationship when he emphasized Israel’s purchase by God out of Egypt: “Is He not your Father, who bought you? Has He not made you and established you?”
(Deut 32.6b). Paul referred to this as “the Adoption” in the list of
Jewish advantages (Rom 9.4, and see Hos 11.1). Note, however that
this is the purchase and adoption of a nation, not individuals. In
contrast, the New Covenant described by Jeremiah would not be
built upon the framework of the earthly family and nationality as
the conduit and scaffolding for a faith in God, but in “those days”
God Himself would be the heavenly Head of an adopted family of
individuals from all nations, tribes, and tongues. “No more shall
every man teach his neighbor, and every man his brother, saying,
‘Know the Lord,’ for they all shall know Me, from the least of them
to the greatest of them, says the Lord” (Jer 31.34).
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The New Testament: The Mystery of
Fatherhood Revealed
Jesus begins his ministry with startling concepts, teaching as
one who had authority inherent in Himself (Matt 7.29). The basis
of His authority was His claim to a personal relationship with God,
whom He refers to as “My Father” (over 50 times in John), or “My
Father in Heaven” (Matt 7.21). More startling yet is His constant
use of “our Father” or “your Father,” (18 times in the Sermon on
the Mount and 30 times in Matthew). Jesus’ unique relationship
to the Father is a precursor and pattern for our own relationship
with Him. Paul uses the language of adoption (Eph 1.4; Gal 4.5–7)
to explain our transition from the “birth parents” of physical family and nation (e.g. Jews, Gentiles, strangers, foreigners, to become
“… members of the household of God” (Eph 2.19), and “no longer
a slave but a son,” and “an heir of God through Christ” (Gal 4.7).
“Behold what manner of love the Father has bestowed on us, that
we should be called children of God!” (I John 3.1).
The implications of this adoptive family relationship are many,
including: 1) Character likeness is the essence of sonship, as Jesus
explained to those Jews who claimed Abraham as their father, but
whose true father was the devil (John 8.39–46). The “our Father” relationship with God compels us, for example, to be peacemakers to
be called sons of God (Matt 5.9), to love our enemies “that you may
be sons of your Father in heaven” (Matt 5.45), to love Jesus (John
8.42), to fear God during our sojourn (1 Pet 1.17), to be led by the
spirit (Rom 8.14), and to “be perfect, just as your Father in heaven is
perfect” (Matt 5.47). 2) The right to be children of God transcends
flesh and blood (John 1.12–13), offering greater blessings and often
displacing or even destroying relationships of earthly families (Matt
19.29). 3) Distinctions (walls) between nations and races are broken
down in this new household (Eph 2.14). 4) Suffering from the “hostility of sinners” and “striving against sin,” is revealed to be the loving discipline of the Father of spirits (as in Prov 3.11–12), intended to
produce the peaceable fruit of righteousness (Heb 12.3–11).
Just as the revealed mystery of Christ and the Church serve as
the model for human marriage, the character and abilities of our
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heavenly Father, demonstrated to His adopted children, serve as
the perfect pattern for human parents. Parents are challenged to
imitate God’s nature and work, now more fully revealed through
the Incarnation, in their own family roles. What a challenge for
mothers and fathers to strive to be partakers of the divine nature
with these qualities: aware of all needs (Matt 6.8, 32); watchful,
sees and knows all (Matt 10.29, 30); deep wisdom and knowledge
(Rom 11.33); able to do all things above expectations (Mark 14.36,
Eph 3.20); no variation, daily consistency (Jam 1.17b); no unrighteousness (Rom 9.14); never a source of temptation (Jam 1.13);
always truthful, no lies or vacillation (Num 23.19; Tit 1.2; Rom
11.22); gives needed gifts (Jam 1.17a; Matt 7.11; Luke 11.11); pure,
peaceable, easy to entreat (Jas 3.17); not a bondage-fear relationship, but “abba, father” closeness (Rom 8.15–16); judges without
partiality (1 Pet 1.17); good and severe, just and kind (Rom 11.22); a
source of mercy, comfort, and hope (2 Cor 1.3,4; 2 Thes 2.16); merciful, compassionate, slow to anger, kind (Psa 103.13; Luke 6.36;
Psa 145.8–9); draws the unfaithful with love (Hos 11.1–4); loves,
even while [children] are enemies (Rom 5.8); and loves enough to
make deep sacrifices (I John 4.9–10).
One final implication of the Fatherhood of God is that mothers and fathers are given the role of “birth parents” who are
preparing children for adoption into the greater and more real
spiritual family. The mystery, “Be fruitful and multiply,” is now
revealed to be participation in the plan to “bring many sons to
glory” (Heb 2.10). Fathers are to bring children up in the “training
and admonition of the Lord” (Eph 6.4), because it is His family.
The teaching and warning of the Lord produces spiritual strength
and preparation to stand against the wiles of the Devil and the
warfare we face in this age (same text! vv 11–13), and they will
produce a “no longer children” stability and resistance to faddish
doctrines and trickery of men so that the body will be built up
(Eph 4.14–16). Lois and Eunice’s teaching of Timothy from childhood produced not only a knowledge of Scripture (2 Tim 3.15),
but also a genuine faith (2 Tim 1.5). Parents’ goals for their children will not be financial success, status or fame, or even social
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acceptance (especially by the world). Their vision for their children will be the same as the purpose of our heavenly Father: that
they be “conformed to the image of His Son, that He might be the
firstborn among many brethren” (Rom 8.29).
Several applications of these points suggest themselves. First,
we should be specific about the spiritual goals for our children.
What character traits do they have as strengths? What are their
weaknesses? Develop these with more urgency than sports or academic training. Second, we might ask ourselves honestly if we
would be disappointed with a lack of earthly success in our children, especially if they are “rich in good works.” Third, teach children, by word and example, the irrelevance of the “cares of this
world.” Fourth, we should help our children make decisions about
courses of study, choices of companions, financial investments,
and selection of jobs and residence locations that equip them for
victory in their spiritual warfare, rather than worldly success.
Conclusion: A Contrast of Goals
Most advice on parenting assumes that the goal of parenting is
to produce children who are successful in the affairs of this world,
well-adjusted to their environment, accepted by and accepting of
all, energized and confident to find and do what they love, motived
to achieve their self-defined ambitions and identities, and above
all, happy. A cursory query of online resources for “the goal of
parenting” produced phrases like these: Prepare them to do well
in this world3; develop as a fully engaged person who is able to
navigate through their own experience while feeling comfortable
in their own skin4; teach a child to become a self-sufficient, fully
functioning, contributing adult member of society5; guide … children toward … developing a well-functioning personality led by
an unhindered true Self6; and “I favor well-being as the most im3 www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/most-important-question-to-ask-yourself-as-aparent
4 www.mariashriver.com/blog/2013/03/the-real-purpose-of-parenting-dr-philipdembo/
5 www.wellminds.org/index.php/articles/parenting/90-parenting-goals
6 www.sfhelp.org/parent/goals.htm
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portant goal of parenthood” 7 These worldly goals ignore facts that
the Christian knows: the world is fallen, there is a raging conflict
between good and evil, life under the sun is vanity, the world and
its lusts are passing away, and we are but a vapor. Love of God and
sacrificial love of neighbor, holiness, knowledge of the Truth, resistance to evil, strength for trials, and preparation for entry into
the everlasting Kingdom receive little emphasis in worldly parenting, if they are considered at all, and a strong-willed and fearless
dedication to absolute Truth is absolutely discouraged. The Bible
goals for parenting do not include fulfillment of human ambition
or instinctual desires or longevity of a tribe, race, nation, or human institutions, and the Bible’s instructions to parents are mostly
silent about preparing children for success in this world (and see
Matt 6.24). In the culture around us the surrogate parenting systems, from daycare to post-doc programs, begin with the wrong
assumptions and aim toward the wrong goals, so that disastrous
results are inevitable.
Parents must not abandon the God-given mission of the
God-designed institution of family to teach children diligently. In
the Torah, the Writings, the Prophets, and the teaching of Jesus,
the essential role of parents in the fruitful multiplying of mankind in God’s image is to lead children toward their eternal destiny, “bringing many sons to glory,” which was God’s plan from the
beginning.

7 www.psychologytoday.com/blog/ethics-everyone/201101/the-goal-parenthood
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“Honor Your Father and Mother”
God’s Instruction for Children
Collin Stringer
“Children, obey your parents in the Lord, for this is right. Honor your
father and mother (which is the first commandment with a promise), so that it may be well with you, and that you may live long on the
earth.” (Eph 6.1–3 NASB)

Men remove their hats during the singing of the national anthem. Ladies curtsy as they approach the Queen of England. Drivers pull over to the side of the road as the funeral procession passes
by. A soldier delivers a crisp salute to his commanding officer. Riders on a tram stand and give up their seats to elderly passengers. A
young girl says, “Yes, ma’am” when an older lady offers her a glass
of lemonade.
These are signs of respect we witness in our world today. We
may not see them as often as we would like, but it is encouraging
to know many still believe that showing respect is a common decency. It is especially good to see young people who choose to give
due honor when the lives of their peers are filled with disrespectful
behavior and words. Pleasing in the eyes of God are children who
obey and honor their father and mother.
The Need of Respect for Parental Authority
in Our Society
Although children are not born with sin, they demonstrate early in life their need to be guided, restrained, and corrected. Strug-
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gling to find their way through childhood, they have over them a
father and mother who love them and seek what is best for them.
Godly parents have a collective wisdom gained from years of facing challenges, enduring trials, and winning battles. Good parents
will protect their children with rules that direct the little ones
away from the pains of an undisciplined life.
Even though parents are equipped to shape and lead children
to their great benefit, children will often think too highly of themselves, turn away from parental authority, and trust their own way
as the best path. Those who prefer to live in such opposition to
their parents are stepping into foolishness and headed for great
loss. How much better is a young heart filled with honor for parents than one molded by rebellion.
History is replete with examples of children who heaped trouble on themselves with their lack of respect for their parents. Eli’s
sons “brought a curse on themselves” because “they would not listen to the voice of their father” when he tried to turn them away
from their sins and imminent judgment (1 Sam 3.13; 2.25). In flagrant disregard for his father David, Absalom killed his brother,
took his father’s throne, and then passed from earth in a most dishonorable way while hanging from an oak tree (2 Sam 13.28, 29;
15.6,10; 16.15, 22). A national disaster and civil war were the result
of Rehoboam’s disrespect for his father in rejecting the advice of
the elders who had served his father. He foolishly listened to his
childhood friends instead (1 Kng 12.1–15; 14.29, 30). In Proverbs
6 and 7, Solomon describes an oft-repeated scene: a young man,
forsaking the wisdom of his father and mother, surrenders to “the
smooth tongue of the adulteress” who leads him down into “the
chambers of death” (Prov 6.24; 7.27).
We all can observe young people today whose words and deeds
betray an absence of healthy respect for parental and societal authority. Perhaps it is not worse with the current younger generation, but the culture of disrespect is here, and it is troubling to see
it pervading our world. There are things I really like about our millennials and those just a bit younger, but they have one trait that
should concern us all: their tendency to question everything. It
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seems that nothing is too sacred for their skeptical minds to challenge. Let them bring to the table of debate all beliefs that do not
agree with the Lord’s eternal words, but may they never question
the inherent right of parents to rule over them.
Our communities will be better, safer places for everyone when
they are blessed with children who consciously choose to respect
their elders. Learning to honor their parents will prepare our children for their roles as adults. Respectful teens from godly homes
can easily move into the workforce where they submit to the boss’s
rules and honor the customers’ wishes. As they head into life, encountering elders in the church, policemen, school teachers, elected officials, average guys on the street, and the Lord Himself, they
will be compelled to “honor all people, love the brotherhood, fear
God, honor the king” (1 Pet 2.17).
The Lord’s Command to Obey One’s Father and Mother
As the Holy Spirit was revealing to the church at Ephesus how
to walk in a manner worthy of their calling, Paul included much of
instruction for the family. That teaching commences with the admonition to “be subject to one another in the fear of Christ” (Eph
5.21). He followed with teaching for husbands and wives which
ought to be understood with attention to this command to submit. He concluded his words to couples with a call for the wife to
respect her husband (5.33). A marriage enriched by spouses submitting to and respecting each other will be a joy to experience,
and a great example to be followed. Children need to see mom
and dad conducting themselves in the fear of Christ as they lift
Him up, honor Him, and obey His teaching. They also need to see,
through the marriage relationship, how much better it is to honor
others than to please self. This top-down approach to building a
family will always work best.
As the letter to the Ephesians was being read publicly for the
first time, it is likely that some young ones were present in the
assembly. They would have heard many words directed to older
ones, including their parents. If they were distracted or inattentive
through the first five chapters, they would have listened up when
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the reader said, “Children.” Yes, Paul, and the God who inspired
him, have some words especially for the younger ones.
“Children, obey your parents in the Lord, for this is right” (6.1).
The Lord could have spoken to any number of issues related to
youth, but He chose this command. Since He added “in the Lord,”
we must understand obedience to be called for and carried out in
the sphere of the Lord’s rule over the whole family. As the Lord
gives children to parents, He places father and mother, who are
under Him, in a position of authority over the children. When given orders, “children are to look to their parents as standing in the
place of Christ to them, and to obey them as though they were
obeying Christ.”1
In God’s eyes, obedience to parents is a fundamental element of
family life. Children obeying is the right thing to do; it is broadly
self-evident. “It is an obligation that rests on the very nature of
things, and cannot change with the spirit of the age; it is in no
degree modified by what is called the spirit of independence in
children.”2 Children today are encouraged to think for themselves
and trust their hearts, and many follow this advice, resulting in
an inflated view of themselves. Well-intentioned modern thinkers and activists might be expanding children’s rights to rival the
rights of parents, but God’s purpose stands with father and mother
demanding obedience in the Lord because this is always the right
thing for children to do.
Obeying parents procures great blessings for children, but disobedience will surely bring down a severe curse. As Paul was writing Romans, giving more than enough evidence to prove there is
not even one righteous person, he catalogued certain sins that stir
God’s wrath against the unrighteous:
And just as they did not see fit to acknowledge God any longer, God
gave them over to a depraved mind, to do those things which are
not proper, being filled with all unrighteousness, wickedness, greed,
evil; full of envy, murder, strife, deceit, malice; they are gossips, slanderers, haters of God, insolent, arrogant, boastful, inventors of evil,
1 R. Finlayson, Ephesians. The Pulpit Commentary (Eerdmans 1980) 274.
2 Ibid. 256.
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disobedient to parents, without understanding, untrustworthy, unloving, unmerciful; and although they know the ordinance of God,
that those who practice such things are worthy of death, they not
only do the same, but also give hearty approval to those who practice
them. (Rom 1.28–32)

Children, take heed! When you do not obey your parents, God
sees this sin right up there with hating Him, being greedy, lying,
and even murdering someone! A similar list of sins that includes
“disobedient to parents” is found in 2 Timothy 3.1–5. On any given day, children will speak when told to be quiet, go when told to
stay, and play when told to work. These behaviors could seem to be
small acts of harmless rebellion. Depending on one’s age, they are
in fact shameful foolishness or ugly sin against our holy God. Failing to obey your parents brings down punishment from them and
judgment from the Lord. Satan is always making this disobedience
appealing, offering an easier or more fun option, which is actually
a painful path to ruin.
A life of obedience, however, will be filled with blessings as the
Lord is pleased with your good behavior. “Children, be obedient to
your parents in all things, for this is well-pleasing to the Lord” (Col
3.20). When the text here says “in all things,” we know that such
extreme obedience is conditioned upon both parents and children
living “in the Lord.” Godly parents make rules from God’s truth,
and a willing compliance is the right response. If children are
needing to find motivation for complete obedience, let them see
how pleased the Lord is when they obey, and let them know how
happy the parents are.
The Lord’s Command to Honor One’s Father and Mother
In Ephesians 6, Paul followed the command to obey with the
charge to honor. He quoted from Exodus 20 where we find “honor
your father and your mother” at the heart of the ten commandments. Central to the Lord’s chief concerns for His people is His
desire for children to give proper respect to both parents.
Honoring them is looking up to them, esteeming them highly,
and recognizing their position of authority. King Solomon knew
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what it meant to honor a parent. When he was sitting upon his
throne, his mother came to him, and “the king rose to meet her,
bowed before her, and sat on his throne; then he had a throne set
for the king’s mother, and she sat on his right” (1 Kng 2.19). The
highest, most powerful man in the land gave honor to her who
gave birth to him and raised him.
Honor starts in the heart where the one over us is admired,
and then it is displayed outwardly with respectful actions. Beyond
sheer obedience and childish compliance, God is looking for genuine honor that deeply respects the father and mother who are
fulfilling their responsibility to bring up the children in the Lord.
It is fitting to honor the ones whom God has placed over us. When
this honor is present, children will listen to what their parents say,
respect their rules, and then obedience will more readily follow.
Notice what the writer of Hebrews says about honoring fathers:
It is for discipline that you endure; God deals with you as with sons;
for what son is there whom his father does not discipline? But if you
are without discipline, of which all have become partakers, then you
are illegitimate children and not sons. Furthermore, we had earthly
fathers to discipline us, and we respected them; shall we not much
rather be subject to the Father of spirits, and live? For they disciplined us for a short time as seemed best to them, but He disciplines
us for our good, so that we may share His holiness. All discipline for
the moment seems not to be joyful, but sorrowful; yet to those who
have been trained by it, afterwards it yields the peaceful fruit of righteousness. (Heb 12.7–11)

In writing about the discipline we receive from our heavenly
Father, the author assumes two things about earthly fathers: 1)
They discipline their children and 2) they are respected by their
children. This is what we should find in every home. As we raise
our children, they can point to our many failures, but hopefully
they will forgive and see that we do what seems best to us. They
may not like our rules nor how we enforce them, but in everything, we are simply striving to always do what’s best for them.
At the moment of punishment, there may be anger and resentment, but in time children should grow into a respect for mother
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and father as they reflect on the good that parental discipline has
accomplished in their lives.
Children must respect us no matter what our failures are, but
we must try our best to rule over them in such a way that the
honor comes more freely and more fully. It is easier to respect
those who are worthy of respect. When parents are consistent
with enforcing reasonable rules, children will feel safer within
boundaries and honor the rule makers for lovingly keeping them
from trouble and danger.
Paul had more to say about the command to honor: it is the first
commandment with a promise, and obeying it will lead to a better, longer life. How is it “first”? It “may be taken here as … in the
sense of chief, i.e. the first in importance. The sense would then be,
‘Honor thy father and mother; this is the prime commandment,
the first in importance among those relating to our social duties;
and it has the specific promise annexed. It shall be well with thee
on earth.’”3 In the short list of commandments in Exodus 12, the
Lord sees the command to honor as supreme. When children obey
with a respectful heart, God will reward them with a life that will
usually, by His protecting providence, be long and prosperous. We
all know through our experience, obeying mom and dad keeps us
away from a lot of trouble.
Honoring Our Parents in Early Childhood
From the moments they take their first breaths, infants are
looking up to their big, loving care-givers who provide them with
all they need. Cuddled in warm embraces, their simple minds
begin to respect their parents who will mold them for the next 18
or so years. As children mature and begin to grasp what is right
and wrong, they show respect by following directions. They need
no reason to obey other than the fact that the instructions come
from mom or dad. The aim should be to obey immediately and
happily. In homes under the Lord’s gracious rule, little ones will
see Christ as the source of truth and parents as the dispensers of
truth. Honor for father and mother will grow as children receive
3 C. Hodge, A Commentary on the Epistle to the Ephesians (Baker 1980) 358.
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guidance that is rooted in attractive, biblical standards instead of
conflicting, worldly advice.
By the time a child starts to roll his eyes at what his parents say,
he is beginning to weigh his own beliefs against the rules laid down
by the parents. In the succeeding years children need to have some
freedom to mature into their own persons, but they must continue
to honor the ones God has placed over them. Wise Solomon says
to all youth who are becoming more independent, “Hear, my son,
your father’s instruction, and do not forsake your mother’s teaching” (Prov 1.8). In times when peers seem to be better informed,
the example of Rehoboam shouts to young teens: My friends are
pretty smart sometimes, but my older, wiser parents are really the
ones I should be listening to. Beyond listening to parents, young
people should always honor them with respectful words spoken in
respectful tones.
Honoring Our Parents When We Become Parents
During our years under our parents’ roof, we are often oblivious to the many sacrifices made for us and many prayers offered
for us. We may take for granted all the daily acts of love shown to
us. We get older, we get some schooling, we get a job, and we get
too smart for our own good. Then mom and dad can start to look
ignorant and well behind our modern times. We might surpass
them in our spiritual growth and in some way look down on them.
In our day of rapidly advancing technology, twenty-year-olds can
easily outstrip their parents in knowledge and exposure. The eye
rolls are still happening because dad and mom are hopeless: after
all this time they still cannot work the devices, deal with the data,
nor remember the lingo!
But then the children become the parents, and the tables turn.
Through the births of the grandchildren and the trials of raising
them, the new parents, from their new perspective, begin to see
their own parents in a new light. They start saying to their kids
the very things they heard growing up. They may even admit (just
to themselves) that the beliefs and the rules they grew up with are
best after all. Appreciation for the way they were raised will only
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grow as they struggle with their hard-headed six-year-olds and
battle with their difficult teenagers. As Charles Wadsworth said,
“By the time a man realizes that maybe his father was right, he
usually has a son who thinks he’s wrong.”
If honor for parents has waned, hopefully it is restored in this
next phase of life. Some of the most encouraging words an older
dad will ever hear are these from his son, “Dad, I’m not sure how to
handle this; I need your advice.” Retired parents with empty nests
are even more full of wisdom as they fill freed up time with hours of
reflection. We all can identify with Mark Twain’s oft-quoted words,
“When I was a boy of 14, my father was so ignorant I could hardly
stand to have the old man around. But when I got to be 21, I was
astonished at how much the old man had learned in seven years.”
Throughout our lives we will never find such great benefactors
as our parents. Honor for them will swell even more as we recall
the support they gave us when we were involved with our hobbies,
school activities, and sports. Forty-year-old parents who drive
their kids to endless practices in their minivans equipped with
video players will have ample opportunities to think more highly
of their parents who accomplished the same tasks without such
comforts and conveniences. Adult parents, as they are able, should
honor their own parents with visits as often as they can. Grandma and grandpa thrive on the hugs and the energy grandchildren
bring into their lives, but there’s more to these visits than what
the little ones do. Time here also allows young hearts to see honor
on display as their parents show imitable respect for grandpa and
grandma. Imagine a wide-eyed little girl playing on the kitchen
floor, taking it all in as mommy listens intently to grandma share
her wisdom about motherhood.
Honoring Our Parents When They Need Our Care
“Listen to your father, who gave you life, and do not despise
your mother when she is old” (Prov 23.22 NIV). Time moves on.
Children move out. And before I am ready to face it, my mother is
old! Her hair is now fully gray, and her step is unsure. Old age has
found my father also. His hair is almost gone, and he no longer has
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the strength of the man who once tossed me high into the air. But
I would be foolish not to listen even more to the one who gave me
life. My mother is so wise; how could I despise her?
When their aged bodies and minds are failing them, the tables
turn again. The ones who selflessly gave us care are now needing
our care. It is imperative that we still see ourselves as children
guided by the words we began with: “Honor your father and your
mother.” The call to honor our parents now reverberates through
the hallways where aged feet shuffle along. Our parents need us.
Sometimes older parents are troublesome. They may be bitter, or
demanding, or downright ornery. Hopefully they are sweet and
agreeable, but even then, they have physical needs that can be very
hard for us to meet. Whether we take them into our homes or pay
professionals to care for them, we do what we believe is best for their
welfare. God’s truth keeps our hearts focused where they should be
as we honor our fathers and mothers with our love. “You shall rise
up before the grayheaded and honor the aged …” (Lev 19.32).
Our Lord not only commanded this honor but beautifully
demonstrated it while on the cross. With two of His final breaths,
He gave instructions to ensure that His mother would be cared for
after His departure. “When Jesus then saw His mother, and the
disciple whom He loved standing nearby, He said to His mother,
“Woman, behold, your son!” Then He said to the disciple, “Behold,
your mother!” From that hour the disciple took her into his own
household” (John 19.26, 27).
Since our parents gave and gave to us, it is only proper for us to
give back. For a short time or longer time, we provide the care they
need since they, for many years, provided for us. “Honor widows
who are widows indeed; but if any widow has children or grandchildren, they must first learn to practice piety in regard to their
own family and to make some return to their parents; for this is
acceptable in the sight of God” (1 Tim 5.3, 4). We learn here that
both children and grandchildren must seek out ways to return to
this widow the attention and the love they received from her. There
is more. “Honor appears to convey not only the normal idea of respect, but also of material support (cf. Mt. xv. 5) in view of the sub-
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sequent passage.”4 God’s eyes are upon us to see how well we honor
our aged parents. Let us be sure we do not join those who evade
this responsibility. Jesus condemned those who did (Mark 7.9–13).
A common belief today is that elderly people requiring extensive health care are expendable with their low quality of life. We
know better. As long as they are alive, they are a source of wisdom, encouragement, and often humor. If they, however, are not
able to give much to us, we still are blessed as we give to them.
Serving them with the menial tasks of daily care is shaping us to
be more like our Lord who humbled Himself to assist those who
did not, or could not, do anything for Him. Few things move us
more deeply into the will of God than sharing in another’s suffering and bearing another’s burden. When our children witness us
loving our broken parents to the uttermost, they are seeing good
works that hopefully endure as a legacy of service in succeeding
generations. So, if God chooses to extend our parents’ lives, He
surely does so with good reason.
Conclusion
In 2013, an “Elderly Rights Law” was passed in China. This law
“wags a finger at adult children, warning them to ‘never neglect
or snub elderly people’ and mandating that they visit their elderly parents often, regardless of how far away they live. The law includes enforcement mechanisms, too: offspring who fail to make
such trips to mom and dad face potential punishment ranging
from fines to jail time.”5
It may take a government mandate to force some into honoring
their parents, but in the Lord’s family our impetus comes from our
heavenly Father’s words. As we journey through the stages of life,
it will always be well with us if we submit to our parents’ authority
and respect them for who they are.

4 F. Foulkes, The Pastoral Epistles (Eerdmans 1981) 100.
5 Karina Martinez-Carter, “How the Elderly Are Treated Around the World” The
Week http://www.theweek.com/articles/462230/how-elderly-are-treated-aroundworld. July 23, 2013.
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“The Family of God”
God’s Model For Human Relationships
John Douglas
In all things that are created, there is always God, and so in our
study on this as well, as all of our studies, we shall depend on all
of the wisdom and knowledge that is provided through our understanding of His holy word. With much study, meditation and prayer
we must seek the full assurance of the Knowledge of His will in all
wisdom and spiritual understanding, that we might walk worthy
of the Lord unto all pleasing, being fruitful in every good work and
increasing in the knowledge of God (Col 1.9–10). In the beginning
after the creation, God gave Adam dominion over the beast of the
field, over the fowls of the air, fish of the sea, over all the earth, over
every creeping thing. Adam had dominion but no companionship;
he was alone and God thought that not to be good (Gen 1.25–26;
2.18). I completely understand those words after forty two years of
marriage, “I would never want to be alone.” So God in His wisdom
created from man someone one suitable for him. This would be the
beginning of human relationships, in fact the very first, and it was
ordained by God for the happiness of mankind.
If you would notice, this relationship was a godly relationship
because God himself ordained the very first marriage. A man
would leave his father and mother and cleave unto his wife, that
is, be cemented or glued to his wife, suggesting a permanent bond
(Gen 2.24; Mark 10.7). This would seal the closeness that exists in
a holy union that ascertains the fullness of being.
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God said “be fruitful and multiply.” Now we see the relationship is expanding in the future the addition of others in the human relationship, specifically children. They would be conceived
by a man and his wife bound together in a permanent and holy
relation that is pleasing to God. This would eliminate fornication,
adultery, and other worldly sins, so that man could live holy even
as He who called us is holy (1 Pet 1.15–16). It was in the mind of
God to determine by His words a meaningful and righteous relationship between all people, especially the children of God. The
children should be taught the things of God, to love God, to obey
their parents and to be respectful to all men. In this we always say
“piety begins at home,” so we can conclude that human relationship first begins with the family at home. It is imperative that we
continue to walk by the rule of God that we start and continue
to have relationships that will continue to grow and prosper in a
spiritual manner.
Getting into the Family of God
The Bible speaks of the church as the God’s family on earth
(Eph 3.15) and, as we see, all of the principles of the organization of the family are parallel to the church. The church contains
those who are called to God through their obedience to the gospel of Christ (Acts 2.22ff). If you would take note of what happened in these verses you will see exactly what adds a person to
the family of God. For the first time, the gospel was preached in
its entirety with the aid of the Holy Spirit on the day of Pentecost
with Peter being the chief spokesman. If you can recall, Christ in
His preaching of the kingdom never taught all of the principles of
salvation in any one chapter of the Bible. Christ taught that one
must hear His words, and this hearing involves listening to the
word of God with a fervent purpose to obey His words. In order
for the word to motivate us, we must take heed to what we hear
and how we hear (Luke 18.8a; Mark 4.24a). We must be willing
to receive the word with reverence and understanding that it is
indeed the truth of God. The Ethiopian eunuch is a perfect example of one hearing with respect and seriousness of mind (Acts
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8.27–39). The first step of entering God’s family is to hear (John
6.45; Rom 10.17). Christ taught this principle, the apostles taught
this principle, and so must we.
Hearing does not put us in the family of God, but it leads us to
faith in what we hear, and to develop trust in the teachings of the
Holy Scriptures (Mark16.15–16). The Greeks who proclaimed to
have the wisdom of the world thought it foolish that a man could
die and be buried and rise again. But to those who are called both
Jews and Greek Christ is the power and wisdom of God (1 Cor
1.24–25). The Gospel would be preached to both to the Jews and
Greeks because it had the power to save all that were lost, even
though the Jews thought it was for them only.
God in His wisdom had before-ordained that all men would be
reconciled to Him, and that would include all of God’s creation.
The Prophet Isaiah stated that the Gentiles would see His righteousness and “all the kings thy glory and they shall be called by
a new name which the mouth of the Lord shall name” (Isa 62.2).
We notice in the New Testament at the church at Antioch there
were both Jewish and Gentile believers, and the mouth of God gave
His people a new name (Acts 11.26). The name “Christians” would
appear in the Bible three times and would include all who surrendered their life to God by faith in the gospel (Acts 11.26; 26.28; 1
Pet 4.16). We must rightfully conclude that all men who come to
the family of God must have faith in the gospel, that Christ died for
our sins according to the scriptures, that he was buried, according
to the scripture, and that He was raised the third day according to
the scriptures (1 Cor 15.1–4).
Even as we believe the death, burial, and the resurrection of
Christ, we are not in the family of God. There must be a continuance. We must now get our lives in order, by turning from sin to
God by repentance. Repentance always requires a turning away
from the things that are evil and turning to that which is good and
pleasing to God (Acts 2.38; 3.19). It needs to be understood that we
cannot be added to the family of God in a sinful state. There must
be a putting away old habits and sensual pleasures that would be
a stumbling block in our becoming a member of the God’s fami-
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ly. In the gospel of Luke, Christ emphasized the importance of a
changed life through repentance. Some told Christ of the Galileans whose blood Pilate had mixed with their sacrifices, and Jesus’
question to them was, “do you think these Galileans were sinners
above all sinners because they suffered such things? I tell you, no:
but, except you repent you all likewise perish” (Luke 13.2–3). It
was such an important message that he used another example (vv
4–5) which states that all who would not repent will perish. We
are taught in many places in the Holy Scriptures that repentance
is not an option but a commandment. A commandment, whether
specific or generic, must be obeyed absolutely.
Another principle that must be obeyed is our confession that
Jesus Christ is the son of God. In the sectarian world it is taught
that one confesses their sins even before they become members of
God’s family. I have never read in the New Testament where this
occurred, this confession and saying the “sinner’s prayer.” We see
penned in the scriptures that “God does not hear sinners but, if
any man be a worshipper of God and does His will, him He will
hear” (John 9.31). If I am an alien sinner, God is not going to is
not going to hear my request to take away my sins. This secular
teaching is false and leads many who profess Christianity into a
life of condemnation by not accepting the truth of the gospel. So
what does an alien sinner confess? He must confess that Jesus is
the son of God. We talked about the Ethiopian eunuch earlier in
our study, he was an alien sinner. You may notice he never tried
to confess his sins, but he confessed Jesus as the son of God (Acts
8.37). Why did he confess Jesus as the son of God? He was taught it
in the teaching of the gospel. When Jesus was preached to him, he
acknowledged openly that Jesus was indeed the Son of God. As the
apostle Paul speaks to the church at Rome we can see the confession comes after developing faith in the teachings of the gospel of
Christ. Those that would confess with their mouth the lord Jesus
and believe with all their heart that God has raised Jesus from the
dead shall be saved. We see all that are referred to developed faith
and trust in God. “With the heart man believes unto righteousness, and with the mouth confession is made unto salvation.” The
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confession that is made should be made openly showing that we
declare our faith in Jesus as the Son of God (Rom 10.9–10).
Even after the confession of an alien sinner, they are not in the
family of God. They are closer, but they are not in a spiritual relationship with God. We can only get into this sacred family by complete obedience to the gospel of Christ, not by partial obedience as
some falsely teach. The saving gospel requires one to be baptized
into the body of Christ, and only through baptism are we added to
the family of God (Gal 3.27; 1 Cor 12.13). We may hear the gospel,
we may believe the gospel, we may repent, and we may confess,
but we must be baptized to be added to the family of God. If you
notice in Acts 2 and Acts 8, the plan of salvation was preached. The
Ethiopian as an individual was taught the plan and was baptized
into the church, “which is the family of God” (Acts 8.37–38). The
eunuch heard the same doctrine that was preached in Acts 2. In
other words the teaching of the one and the teaching of many was
the same doctrine, “The Doctrine of Christ.” The masses believed
the gospel and were baptized into God’s family (Acts 2.41). The
Apostle Paul, after being taught, was told to arise and be baptized
(Acts 22.16). He could not be added to God’s family until he completed God’s command to be baptized.
We often hear in worldly religions how men and women claim
to be added to the Lord’s family without being baptized. This is a
very popular doctrine of Calvinistic persuasion where baptism is
nonessential in one being saved. My question will be how are sins
washed away? How do we contact the blood of Christ? How do we
get into the church? These questions can easily be answered by
the Bible. Baptism washes away our sins (Acts 22.16c) and would
have the same meaning as “remission of sins” (Acts 2.38; 3.19). An
alien sinner can contact the blood of Christ through baptism. We
are baptized into His death (Rom 6.3–4; Col 2.12). Christ shed
His blood in His death, and without the shedding of blood there
could not have been remission (Heb 9.22). We can clearly understand the importance of baptism. Without it we could never complete God’s command for an alien sinner to be saved and could
never be added to the family of God. We must remember to keep
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all of God’s word and not fragmented parts some chose to obey.
We are now in the family of God and must surrender our lives to
Him. We must conform our lives to His holy instructions (Psa
119.172b). He is our father and knows exactly what we need to live
a joyous, prosperous and holy life.
The Physical Family Features of the Church
There is a great similarity between the church, “the spiritual
family of God,” and the home, “the physical family of God.” The
family was the first institution ordained by God (Gen 2.24) and was
patterned after the holiness of God. A man would leave his father
and mother and be joined to his wife for life. This would not be
a temporary relationship, as you will notice there is one woman
and one man for life. In this relationship they would be fruitful and
multiply in a manner that is pleasing to God. Children would be
born in a relationship that is sanctioned by God himself and not
out of sinful relationships (Gen 1.27–28; 4.1–2). Even though Adam
and Eve had sinned and were cast out of the garden, their children
were born in a holy union, within the union of a husband and a
wife, and that would represent the first human family on earth. The
family consisted of a husband who would be the head, the wife who
would be in subjection to her husband, and children who would be
in subjection to their parents (Gen 3.16; 1 Tim 2.13; Deut 6.7–9).
We find that God has set an eternal order in the family. The
father is to be the head of the family, and he must lead his family
in a manner that profess Godly and wise decisions. He must dwell
in his wife according to knowledge, taking in consideration that
she is different than a man, learning to deal with her spiritually,
emotionally and physically and socially. He must teach his children bringing them up in the teaching and training in the Lord
(Deut 11.19–20; Eph 6.4). We see both in the Old Testament as well
as in the New Testament the responsibility of the husband in the
family. We see much teaching in the book of Proverbs of the father
instructing in the discipline of the Lord (Prov 22.6; Col 3.21; Prov
23.13–14; 13.24; 19.18). All of these scriptures are pointing to the
correct method of teaching and training the children.
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As we acknowledge the father has the primary role in teaching
and training of the family, the wife also has a role. She is to be a
teacher of good things to the children. In the book of Proverbs
we hear that the son was not to forget the law of his mother (1.8b;
6.20b). In these scriptures we see the great amount of influence
that God gives a woman in the family structure. It is important
to realize that the woman must understand the importance of her
role. One of the most inspiring examples of a wonderful mother
and wife is the story of the virtuous woman. She is valued in rubies. Rubies are a valuable and precious stone (Prov 30.10). She is
a crown to her husband (Prov 12.4) that he can be delighted and
pleased with her character. She will be trustworthy, her husband
will have complete confidence in her; there will no need to think
that she will violate his trust (Prov 31.11). She would do him good
and not evil all the days of her life. It is a picture of total dedication (Prov 31.12). She was industrious and made wise decisions,
buying a field and planting a vineyard (Prov 31.16). She stretched
forth her hand to the poor and reached forth to the needy, she was
kind and considerate to those less fortunate than herself (Prov
30.20). Her husband sits among the elders of the land, which implies that she was a submissive wife who respected her husband
and was respected by him (Prov 30.23, 28c-d). Her children call
her blessed, which shows the great respect that they have for their
mother. Many women had done well but, she exceeded them
all (Prov 31.29). The greatest attribute that she had was that she
feared the Lord. She placed God first in her life, which made her
an outstanding asset to the family. Solomon said “who so finds a
wife finds a good thing and obtains favor from the Lord” (Prov
18.22). I would like to suggest the virtuous woman is a role model
of what God desires for the family.
We now are going to discuss the children’s part in the relationship. In the physical family, children were required to honor their
mother and father, which would be the first commandment with
promise (Deut 5.16). It would be the responsibility of the children
to care for their parents when they could no longer care for themselves. Children were required to be obedient to their parents and
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follow all of their righteous instructions. They were taught to love
God at an early age, with all their heart and with all their might,
and all their soul. There are more teachings of the family in the
Old Testament than in the New Testament. God set the design for
the family before the church was ordained. The fathers would be
men who know God. The wives would be holy women that respected their husband, and children who were trained in the Lord. That
is the physical family of God.
The Spiritual Family Features of the Church
We have discussed the physical features and the method that
one must enter into the family of God. We now want to discuss
spiritual features of the Church. The church is called the body
of Christ and all members are part of that family. The epistle to
the Corinthians speaks of all being members of the same body.
It has many members yet it is one body (1 Cor 12.20). The scripture would later conclude that we are members in particular (1
Cor 12.27), showing that the close relationship that exists in the
physical family would be an even stronger bond in the church,
“God’s holy family.” The human family was to exist in unity and
to live a quiet and peaceful life. Similarly, the family of God is to
strive to keep the unity of the spirit in the bond of peace (Eph 4.3).
The peace of God must always exist among His children. Christ
promised peace to the believers. He stated “My peace I leave with
you.” His peace would be different from the peace that the world
would give (John 14.27). The peace that Christ gives is calming
and tranquil, which would be different from what the world gives.
The Apostle Paul says to the church at Philippi, “The peace of God
which passes all understanding will keep your minds and hearts
through Christ Jesus” (4.7). The world could never receive nor give
this type of peace, as this type of peace can only be received by
those who belong to God. There are many spiritual benefits for
those who belong to God. The world may consider sitting in a quiet place to be peace, or if there is no quarrel with another, then
there is peace. If we are not at war with another country, that is
peace. I would like to reiterate that the world could never know
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nor understand the true peace that comes from God. We can
come together for the purpose of worshipping God in the manner
that He desires in spirit and truth. The Samaritan woman worshipped, but her worship was not pleasing to God because she did
not know what she was worshipping. She had been married several times and was living in adultery. She was ignorant of God’s law,
and could not worship God in her sinful conditions (John 4.18,
22). We as the family of God have the privilege and opportunity
to worship him in the manner that’s pleasing to God in spirit and
truth. (John 4.24).
The Church at Corinth was having many problems serving the
Lord in acceptable worship. They were having a problem with division. Men were following men instead of following God (1 Cor
1.12). They were in disarray because they were immature in the
word of God. Paul said he had to speak to them as carnal because
they were babes in Christ (1 Cor 3.1). Paul continued with patience
and love for this church and continued to write an instruct them to
come out of their errors. In the fifth chapter there was a man openly committing adultery. The church was complaining, but doing
nothing about it. Once again he instructs them in righteousness.
This sin would destroy God’s family if nothing was done about it.
The brother was disciplined and he repented and came back into
fellowship with the family of God (1 Cor 5.1–2, 5; 2 Cor 2.7). Even
though we are the family of God, we have to grow up in the Lord
so that we will be able to overcome the works of Satan. They were
the people of God but they were not able to defend the truth of the
gospel. To walk in truth we must know the truth so that we may
continue to serve God in an acceptable manner.
There are many instances in the Bible where we see children
not walking uprightly because they were not matured in the word
of God (1 Cor 15.34). This was the main reason that the children
of God were participating in acts of worship that were not pleasing to God. This epistle was addressed to the Church of God at
Corinth, to those who were sanctified in Christ Jesus, that is, set
apart by obedience to the gospel (1 Cor 1.2). It is clear and evident
that this is the family of God, who at this time were not able to
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discern what was right or wrong. They were unskilled in the word
of righteousness because they were babes in Christ (1 Cor 3.1;
Heb 5.13). It is clear that in order for us to be a strong family in
the Lord, we must have wisdom and knowledge. God’s family was
lacking these things and it caused them to commit many insidious things in their worship to God. When mankind is ignorant
of God’s righteousness they will establish their own righteous
because they have not submitted themselves to the righteous of
God. It is apparent that they reverted back to their old ways hence
the, “love feast” instead of the Lord’s Supper (1 Cor 11.20–29).
Paul realized the state of that family of God and taught them the
proper manner and the proper attitude they were to partake of
the Lord Supper. This would be a sacred time that God’s family
would reflect their minds back to the cross in memory of the great
sacrifice which was given for us, paving the way for us to become
the children of God and to have a permanent relationship with
God. If you would notice in the context, some were drunk and
some were hungry. I cannot ever recall where we could be drunk
and serve the Lord, or where we come to eat and serve the Lord.
The family of God did these things out of ignorance because they
did not have the knowledge of God.
Notice the love and patience of Paul as he instructed them in
the things that he had received of the Lord. It was not his opinion
on how to partake the Lord’s Supper, but the instruction received
from Jesus by revelations (1 Cor 11.23). Everyone was told to examine themselves before they eat of the bread and drink of the
cup, and if they were eating and drinking of the body and the cup
of the Lord without understanding they were eating and drinking
damnation on themselves. We must be mentally focused when we
participate in any act of worship that is offered up to God, with
seriousness and readiness of mind. This is what Paul taught an
uninformed church at Corinth: the need to grow up and be fully
matured in the Lord. Paul taught the Church that without spiritual
growth they could not worship God in an acceptable manner. The
reason this point was stressed for the Church is even as they were
in the Lord they were caught up in sinful practices. Because there
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was a lack of spiritual growth, many were weak. We as the family
of God must put on the whole armor of God that we might fight
against the wiles of the Devil. We must desire the sincere milk of
the word that we may continue to grow unto perfection, that we
can overcome the things that were pertinent to those at Corinth.
Improving the Relationship of the Church by Thinking
of It as a Family and Not as a Congregation
This is a topic that really needs to be discussed. Often we think
of the congregation as a coming together to meet most Sundays
and Wednesdays, and maybe another day of the week to worship,
study, and return to our respective homes. In many cases we might
not have any other contact until we meet again the following week.
Sometimes this becomes a regular routine where there is no close
relationships one to another. The church is the family of God and
we should have a close relationship with each other. We should not
think of the members as just being a part of an organization, but
as a united body of the Lord and every member being an important part of the body (Eph 4.16). This scripture indicates a strong
relationship among the family of God, each using their talents to
promote the growth of the whole body. It is important that we realize that we are brethren in the Lord. We were not added to the
body of Christ to be loners. If we can remember, God thought it
was not good for Adam to be alone. Man is a gregarious being in
that loves to be in the presence of others. Our relationship should
extend beyond the meeting place to our everyday living.
It is important for Christians to fellowship with those of like
precious faith (2 Pet 1.1). If we have the common faith, we believe
the faith which was once delivered to the saints. The people of
God have the same common father, the same Lord Jesus and are
guided by the same spirit, the Holy Spirit. Therefore they should
be attracted to each other. Paul states that Christians should be
kind and affectionate one to another with brotherly love in honor,
preferring one another (Rom 12.10). The wisdom of God denotes
that we should honor love and prefer one another because light
reflects light and darkness reflects darkness, and the two can nev-
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er agree because they are opposed to each other (3.19–21). These
are some of the things that build the relationship as a family, not
just a congregation, and we must be willing to reach out to others
to create relationships.
Some things we can do are: 1) remember that he that seeks a
friend must first show himself friendly (Prov 18.24), 2) come together to study the word of God in home studies (2 Tim 2.15), 3)
come together for prayer, house to house (1 Thes 5.17–18), 4) come
together from house to house to sing songs of praise (Heb 13.15),
5) go out and share a common meal, 6) cook and invite someone
over, 7) go to a movie together; we should socialize with one another, 8) visit those who are spiritually sick, 9) visit those who are
physically sick, and 10) show our love one to another.
These are just a few things that we can do to build our relationship as a family, and not just as a body of people that assemble
once or twice a week and go their separate ways having no contact with each other until the next day of assembly. This is not the
relationship that God intended for His people. Each of us should
strive to be a united family in the Lord. Jesus prayed that they all
may be one, just as the father was in Him, and He in the father,
that they may be one in us, the us would refer to the union in God
and the personal fellowship resulting from being united in Him
(John 17.21). We can see the strong relationship that should exist
between the individual and the collective body of Christ. Christ
desired it and so should we.
The Problems of A Single Parent Home
God in His infinite wisdom thought it not good to have a single-parent home, Adam was formed and then Eve his help-mate
(1 Tim 2.13). Adam was without a companion until God caused a
deep sleep upon him and took one of his ribs and created someone suitable for him. This would be the first family, although there
were no children at this time. The Bible says this union was ordained of God, that a man would leave his father and mother and
cleave to his wife (Gen 2.24). The pattern of the family was in the
mind of God before Adam had a single child. If a man had to leave
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his father and mother, it denotes there would be in this relationship a father, a mother, and children. This is the intended relationship that the Lord had in mind. Each family would be headed by
the man and assisted by the wife in the training of their children.
I can never imagine teaching a young lady as well as my wife or
some other woman in many of the things a female needs to be
taught. The epistle to Titus shows what a Godly woman can do in
the teaching of young women the will and the ways of God. Let
us examine some scriptures out of the book of Titus (2.3–5). The
woman has to behave in a holy manner so that her teaching would
be effective to those she taught. She was to teach the young women
many valuable lessons for women that are now, and would be in the
future, in a family relationship. She was to teach the young women
how to have a gentle and understanding pattern of thought, to love
their husbands. It would be impossible for a woman to live in a relationship that would be holy and sacred if it was void of love. It is
important that the young women be taught that the true meaning
of love is more than passion and physical gratification, but would
involve a permanent attachment, a lifetime of devotion for their
spouses. They must teach the young women to love their children,
and loving them does not mean to spoil them. We notice in the
news daily how many mothers abuse their children, which is the
way of the world and not a Christian family (Titus 2.4). Paul speaks
of Timothy’s mother and grandmother who had taught him the
holy scriptures when he was a child. The importance of a mother
training her children while they are young must be emphasized (2
Tim 3.15). God has given the mother an important role as a teacher in the family. She is also instructed to be discreet, that is, careful about what she says or does, prudent, a homemaker, good, and
obedient to her own husband, which makes it virtually impossible
to fulfill her total duties in a one-parent home. An absent father
cannot fulfill the role that God has entrusted unto him. He should
be the leader of the family of his family and if he is not with his
family he cannot lead them in the manner that is commanded.
He has the responsibility to be respected and obeyed by his wife.
Sarah obeyed Abraham and called him “Lord,” showing the pro-
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found love and respect that she had for her husband. She could not
share those feelings toward her husband if she was in a one-parent
home, if her husband was not there with his family.
The husband is to be the primary provider for his family, but in
this present society, in a one-parent home a single father is most
likely to take on another spouse and start a new family and he cannot fulfill his obligation to his original family. “If any provides not
for his own, especially those of his own household, he has denied
the faith and is worse than an unbeliever” (1 Tim 5.8). He is to work
with his hands and provide for those that need him, specifically his
wife and family (Eph 4.28). In a one-parent home he cannot fulfill
the obligation commanded of him from the Lord. God made us
and He knows what is best for us. He included everything so that
we could be happy in this union. In the mind of God children are
to be raised up by both parents in the things of the Lord. Solomon
and his wife had a role in the teaching and training their children
in the lord. In the book of Proverbs the son was instructed to keep
the commandments of his father and not to turn from the law of
his mother (6.20). The Bible here states that both parents had a
role in the raising up of children, to bring them up the way of the
Lord. This scripture also teaches the responsibility of the children
to obey commands and retain those things that they were taught.
Children were always taught to obey their parents because it was
right in the Lord. These commands are not given to single-parent
homes, but the children still have the responsibility to be obedient
if there is only one parent in the home. We must take note of God’s
plans for the family and do all we can to provide a home in the
manner that God designed for our happiness. Remember that He
has given us the perfect design for the home.
Problems Of Homosexual Families With Children
There is a great moral divide in our present society in the manner in which we raise our children. We read in the sacred writings
that God created a man and a woman (Gen 1.26–27). This would
be the perfect setting of creating a family that would be in the image God had ordained for the home. Homosexuality is clearly a sin,
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and is condemned by God. We do not plant apple seeds and expect
to have a harvest of fresh oranges. When we plant a vineyard of
grapes we do not expect to get watermelons. The greatest danger is
if each seed would not produce of its own kind, and therefore teach
and live in opposition to God. The families in most cases would be
ostracized and separated from a normal God-fearing world. They
could not raise their offspring, seeing that they have no respect for
the holy scriptures which are our guide (Matt 28.20).
The Bible teaches us that when we have the knowledge of
Christ, we have all we need to know about life and godliness (2 Pet
1.3). Homosexual practices have never been, nor will ever be, accepted as a righteous practice by God. While many embrace these
practices, God has promised to condemn all who continue in such.
We must forget what society promotes and listen to the righteous
instruction God. The apostle Paul called it an unrighteous condition (1 Cor 6.9) and stated as long as people were in that particular
condition they would not enter into heaven.
They try to justify their position by saying we are judging them
or they have a right to their own lifestyle. God loves us but He
does not love sin. In fact, sin is the only thing that God hates.
It is hard for parents to teach children a lifestyle different than
what they have practiced all of their lives, and teach their children
to live God-fearing lives. Let us reiterate Paul’s teachings to the
Corinthians, that there would be hope for those who would turn
and obey the word of God. There were some who practiced these
things which were customary in their former lives, but after being
washed (baptized and justified), they turned from these various
sins. They were not born in these sins. It would be a lifestyle that
they chose, and they could change their lives through obedience
of the gospel (1 Cor 6.11). We do not want our children to grow up
indifferent from those of those who come from a well-balanced,
well-nurtured home that respects God and who subject themselves and conduct themselves as young men and young women
who fear the Lord. We are in the midst of a rebellious people who
know not, nor care to know, God but walk by their own rules. The
book of Judges records that there was no king in Israel and every
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man did what was right in his own eyes (17.6). There is a great appeal today to do exactly what we desire and to make our own path
based on how we feel. There is an attitude that now exists among
many that if it feels right, why not do what makes me happy? Solomon says, in his wisdom, that there is a way that seems right but
in the end there are the ways of death (Prov 14.12; 16.25). We need
to heed to the wisdom of this wise man.
How Love Holds a Family Together
The word philadelphia is defined as having tender affection one
to another and is never commanded for man to love God. The word
would refer to loving another as you love yourself, hence brotherly
love. In the epistle written to the church of the Hebrews we find
these words: “Let brotherly love continue” (Heb 13.1). This love
must always exist in the called-out of God and must be implanted
and maintained in our spiritual and physical life. What is the glue
that holds us together? It is the intimacy and compassion we show
for one another through love. We can rejoice when they rejoice and
weep when they weep (Rom 12.15). Love for one another causes us
to have a spirit of cooperation with one another, to enjoy being in
the presence of others and to work together. Let us consider brothers who were commanded to make a sacrifice unto the Lord. Cain
and Able both made a sacrifice unto the Lord. God accepted Abel’s
sacrifice and rejected Cain’s. Cain became angry and rose up and
killed his brother (Gen 4.2–8). Abel gave to God by faith a more
excellent sacrifice and Cain gave a sacrifice that was not pleasing
to God (Heb 11.4). This would be the first murder in the Bible, and
it occurred when anger overruled the love he should have had for
his brother.
The apostle Peter reminds us of the importance of love in
binding us together. He states that the husband and wife should
love as brethren (1 Pet 3.8). The question now is, how should I love
my brother? We are commanded to love our brother as we love
ourselves. This love is not only extended to those who are close
relatives, but includes all men. Christ gives the command that we
should love our neighbor as we love ourselves. This would include
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all men (Matt 22.39). The lawyer asked the question, “Who is my
neighbor?” (Luke 10.29). My neighbor is all of mankind, and we
are to show compassion and mercy to all men. The Samaritan
showed concern for his fellow man, the priest and Levite chose
not to be involved. Which of these exercised brotherly love? Was
it a man that was considered a heathen, or was it the men of God
who were to teach love to all men? We must always remember
one can never love God unless we love our brother. Love is the
catalyst that holds both the physical family and the family of God
together. Neither the physical nor the spiritual family can prosper
in godliness without it.
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